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Phase  I Comments  and 
Forest  Service  Responses 


Phase  I DSEIS  - Public  Comments 


Summary,  Categorization  and  Responses  to  Public  Comments 


Organization  of  Responses: 

All  Responses  were  read  and  comments  classified.  The  concerns  and 
questions  were  then  put  into  an  outline.  The  Broadest  categories  are 
identified  by  ( I.,  II.,  III.,  etc.).  These  are  than  sub-divided  into  more 
specific  sub-categories  and  identified  by  (A.,  B. , C.,  etc.).  The  specific 
concerns  and/or  questions  were  placed  under  the  proper  sub-category  and 
identified  with  by  (1.,  2.,  3-»  etc)  and  identified  as  to  respondent  by  the 
abbreviations  shown  above. 

The  response  letter  were  copied  and  annotated  to  indicate  where  the  topic 
is  discussed  in  the  Forest  Service  response.  For  example:  The  "IIA2" 
annotation  on  the  SCLDF  letter  indicates  the  Forest  Service  response  can  be 
found  under:  "II.  Adequacy  of  Analysis;  A.  Range  of  Alternatives  to  be 
considered  in  Phase  II  is  to  narrow;  2.  SCLDF:  Although  APC  has  used  them 

ft 


The  annotated  letters  are  located  directly  after  these  responses.  The 
Table  of  Contents  for  these  letters  is  located  on  page  47  of  this  Appendix. 


Abbreviations : 

SCLDF — Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund  (&  SEACC) 

JM — Southeast  Alaska  Natural  Resource  Center 

PFC — Pelican  Forestry  Council 

ATC — Angoon  Trading  Company 

DOI — Department  of  Interior 

WS — Wildlife  Society 

JS — John  Swanson 

ALS — Alaska  Legal  Services 

CPA — City  of  Port  Alexander 

RTM — Richard  T.  Myren 

LE — Larry  Edwards  (Sitka) 

SSF&GAC — Sumner  Strait  Fish  and  Game  Advisory  Commission 

NOAA — National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

EH — Ernestine  Hanlon 

COTS — City  of  Tenakee  Springs 

APC — Alaska  Pulp  Corporation 
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FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSES  TO  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


I.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  SEIS 

A.  SEIS  Split  Between  Phase  I and  Phase  II 

1.  SCLDF,  WS:  The  two-phase  approach  of  the  SEIS  makes  it  difficult 

to  provide  meaningful  comments  as  site  specific  information  is 
provided  in  Phase  II  while  decisions  limiting  options  are  made  in 
Phase  I. 

Response:  (IA1).  The  two  phase  approach  is  responsive  to  the  Notice  of 

Intent.  Phase  I was  designed  to  address  changes  in  the  implementation  of  the 
Operating  Plan  and  other  circumstances  since  the  issuance  of  the  1981-86  Plan 
Record  of  Decision  (ROD) . This  first  phase  was  designed  to  be  a programmatic 
overview  of  the  entire  APC  contract  area  to  determine  where  sufficient  volume 
could  be  made  available  through  the  balance  of  the  plan  period. 

Sixteen  analysis  areas  were  evaluated  in  Phase  I to  determine  which  analysis 
areas  would  most  likely  be  available  for  entry  before  December  31*  1990.  This 
Phase  I analysis  resulted  in  recommendations  to  conduct  further  detailed 
analysis  (Phase  II)  on  four  specific  analysis  areas  to  determine  the 
site-specific  locations  where  volume  needs  as  determined  in  Phase  I could  be 
met.  Reviewers  had  an  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Phase  II  documents.  These 
Reviews  and  the  Forest  Service's  response  are  part  of  this  document. 

2.  APC:  If  the  SEIS  is  not  completed  on  time,  there  will  be  an 

insufficient  volume  of  timber. 


Response : (IA2)  We  agree  that  the  supplement  to  the  EIS's  must  be 

completed  in  a timely  manner.  Every  reasonable  effort,  including  negotiating 
an  Amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  that  has  provided  additional  road 
construction  and  timber  harvest  areas  on  Kuiu  Island,  is  being  made  to 
accomplish  this  work.  We  remain  fully  committed  to  meeting  the  contractual 
needs  of  the  APC  contract. 


B.  Scope  of  Supplementation 

1.  SCLDF,  WS,  JM:  The  Forest  Service  needs  to  broaden  the  scope  of 

the  SEIS.  The  scope  should  not  be  limited  to  simply  responding  to 
litigation. 

Response:  (IB1).  Both  the  1981-86  and  the  1986-90  NEPA  documents  were 

developed  as  a result  of  scoping  processes.  See  Section  IV,  Consultation  with 
Others,  in  the  1981-86  FEIS  and  Volume  I,  Section  1 of  the  1986-90  FEIS.  This 
Supplement  tiered  from  these  documents  and  was  limited  in  purpose  and  scope  to 
addressing  the  issues  identified  in  a Federal  District  Court  decision,  City  of 
Tenakee  Springs,  et  al.  v.  Courtright,  et  al;  and  to  other  issues  of  concern  to 
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the  plaintiff  in  the  lawsuit.  The  scope  of  this  Supplementation  was  expanded 
to  include  further  subsistence  evaluation  as  a result  of  the  District  Court 
Memorandum  and  Order  in  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  lawsuit.  CEQ  regulation 
1502.9(c) (4)  requires  the  agency  to  prepare,  circulate,  and  file  a supplement 
to  a statement  in  the  same  fashion  (exclusive  of  scoping)  as  a draft  and  final 
statement  unless  alternative  procedures  are  approved  by  the  Council.  No  such 
alternative  procedures  were  requested. 


2.  SCLDF,  WS:  The  SEIS  needs  to  address  86-90  appeal  issues.  The 

Settlement  Agreement  does  not  prevent  further  81-86  NEPA  analysis, 
especially  for  cumulative  effects.  The  SEIS  should  address  all  public 
comments  on  the  NEPA  documents,  and  appeal  and  litigation  issues. 

Response:  (IB2).  The  scope  of  this  project  will  encompass  the  issues 

identified  in  the  initial  scoping  for  the  EIS's  and  the  issues  identified  in 
the  Notice  of  Intent  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  plus  additional 
subsistence  evaluation  in  response  to  Hanlon  v.  Barton. 

The  supplement  is  being  prepared  to  address  issues  identified  in  a Federal 
District  Court  decision,  City  of  Tenakee  Springs,  Southeast  Alaska  Conservation 
Council,  the  Sierra  Club,  and  the  Wilderness  Society  v.  Craig  V.  Courtright,  et 
al.  The  issues  identified  are: 

1.  Changes  in  implementing  the  Plan  since  issuance  of  the  Record  of 
Decision,  due  to  Native  Corporation  land  selections  and  other  actions 
resulting  in  deletion  or  deferral  of  a substantial  number  of  harvest 
units  from  the  Plan. 

2.  Further  discussion  of  a no-action  alternative  (no  further  roading  or 
harvest  until  at  least  the  next  5~year  operating  plan)  specific  to 
each  drainage  or  similar  geographic  area  remaining  to  be  entered  for 
roading  and  harvest  under  the  Plan,  particularly  in  light  of  the 
deletions  or  deferrals  of  harvest  units  in  various  areas. 

3.  Further  site-specific  detail  regarding  environmental  effects  of 
alternate  road  and  harvest  configurations  in  the  Upper  Game  Creek  area 
of  Chichagof  Island,  an  area  about  which  plaintiffs  alleged  particular 
concern  in  the  lawsuit. 

4.  Further  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  of  foreseeable  roading  and 
timber  harvest  in  the  vicinity  of  Upper  Game  Creek,  and  impacts 
associated  with  any  changes  in  harvest  practices  on  neighboring  lands 
conveyed  to  Native  Corporations. 

The  supplement  is  further  intended  to  address  other  issues  of  concern  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  lawsuit.  These  issues  extend  to  areas  included  in  the  EIS 
for  the  1986-90  Operating  Plan  for  the  APC  contract,  for  which  a Record  of 
Decision  adopting  a final  alternative  for  the  1986-90  Plan  was  issued  December 
31,  1986.  The  Supplement  will  therefore  extend  to  the  1986-90  Plan  EIS,  and 
will  consider  whether  to  modify  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  1986-90  Plan,  as 
well  as  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  1981-86  Plan,  in  light  of  further 
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analysis  and  discussion  of  environmental  effects  in  the  EIS  supplement.  The 
additional  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  supplement  in  response  to  plaintiffs' 
concerns  include: 

1.  Further  analysis  and  discussion  of  site-specific  and  cumulative 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  alternative  road  and  timber 
harvest  configurations  in  other  areas  included  in  the  1981-86  or 
1986-90  Plan  which  are  not  expected  to  be  entered  prior  to  completion 
of  the  supplement,  equivalent  to  that  required  by  the  court  decision 
for  Upper  Game  Creek. 

2.  Further  analysis  and  discussion  regarding  effects  on  subsistence 
resources  and  uses  in  relation  to  alternatives  considered  in  the 
supplement,  including  an  evaluation  and  determination  of  whether  a 
significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  would  result,  pursuant  to 
Section  810  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act. 

3.  Further  analysis  and  discussion  regarding  mitigating  measures,  in 
relation  to  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  supplement.  The  Notice 
of  Intent  to  Supplement  also  indicated  that  other  issues  and 
alternatives  identified  during  the  supplement  process  may  also  be 
addressed . 

The  concerns  expressed  in  the  appeals  were  reviewed  and  considered  by  the  IDT. 

A detailed  summary  of  Statements  of  Reasons  presented  in  theses  appeals  can  be 
found  in  the  B Appendix  of  each  Draft  Phase  II  supplement  for  each  Analysis 
Area.  In  addition,  specific  concerns  developed  in  various  appeals  were 
addressed  in  respective  responsive  statements  developed  as  part  of  the  appeal 
process.  Copies  of  these  responsive  statements  of  the  Regional  Forester  are 
available  for  review. 


3*  SCLDF,  JM,  SSF&GAC,  NOAA:  The  SEIS  should  append  and  address  the 

findings  from  House  Committee  Report  - (HR  1516  Title  II). 

Response : (IB3).  HR  1516  as  discussed  in  the  Phase  I Draft  EIS  passed  the 

House  of  Representatives,  but  failed  to  pass  the  Senate.  As  written  the  bill 
would  have  placed  a moratorium  on  harvesting  and  road  development  in  VCU's  4l6, 
417,  and  4l8  on  East  Kuiu  Island.  HR  1516  also  included  16  additional  areas. 
Regional  Forester  Barton  directed  the  Phase  II  Supplement  to  evaluate,  in  one 
or  more  alternatives,  the  impact  of  House  Resolution  1516.  The  Phase  II 
Supplement  includes  alternatives  which  do  not  propose  entry  into  any  of  the 
nineteen  HR  1516  areas  through  the  balance  of  the  Plan  period. 

HR  987  which  passed  the  House  calls  for  23  new  Wilderness  Areas,  four  of  which 
impact  decisions  to  be  made  in  this  Supplemental  process.  In  the  FEIS,  the 
Forest  Service  further  discusses  HR  987*  Maps  and  tables  of  data  are  displayed 
identifying  the  locations  and  effects  of  alternatives  tin  these  areas. 
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4.  JM.  The  SEIS  ignores  the  81-86  alternatives. 


Response : (IB4).  Alternative  A in  the  1986-90  FEIS  is  a continuation  of 
the  1981-86  Preferred  Alternative.  Consideration  of  areas  considered  for  entry 
in  the  1981-86  Operating  Period  has  been  accomplished  in  Phase  I. 

Consideration  of  the  1981-86  proposed  or  planned  harvest  areas  that  are  located 
in  the  four  Analysis  Areas  will  be  accomplished  in  the  Phase  II  process. 
Implementation  of  the  1981-86  Preferred  Alternative  since  the  ROD  was  signed 
has  precluded  consideration  of  many  alternate  harvest  configurations  which  were 
considered  for  the  1981-86  Operating  Period.  Many  of  these  options  no  longer 
exist.  In  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  the  FEIS  discusses  the  Alternatives  considered 
in  the  1981-86  EIS  and  also  discussed  the  individual  areas  that  were 
eliminated  from  detailed  study  in  the  1981-96  EIS. 


5.  JM.  The  SEIS  is  tiered  to  many  other  documents  which  make  it 
difficult  for  the  public  to  understand  and  evaluate. 

Response : (IB5).  A Supplement  to  an  existing  NEPA  document  must  tier  to 
the  existing  document.  A supplement  is  not  creating  a new  NEPA  document.  This 
supplemental  effort  includes  two  major  NEPA  documents.  The  intent  of  NEPA 
could  be  violated  if  this  site  specific  EIS  did  not  tier  to  the  higher  level 
documents . 

This  complexity  is  realized  and  the  FEIS  documents  will  attempt  to  respond  to 
this  concern. 


6.  JM:  The  SEIS  establishes  very  large  analysis  areas  for  the 

"comparison"  impacts. 

Response : (IB6).  The  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (TLMP)  recognized  the 
need  to  delineate  land  units  (VCU's)  for  evaluation  and  project  planning 
purposes.  It  grouped  VCU's  together  to  form  Management  Areas.  The  1986-90 
planning  process  focused  on  VCU's  and  Management  Areas.  The  Phase  I Supplement 
combines  VCU's  into  larger  areas  (Analysis  Areas)  by  combining  two  or  more  TLMP 
Management  Areas.  This  grouping  of  Management  Areas  is  consistent  with  the 
Area  Analysis  direction  found  in  the  1985-86  TLMP  Amendment,  p.  198-199* 


7.  JM:  The  SEIS  eliminates  many  areas  from  detailed  analysis. 

Response : (IB7)  The  purpose  and  intent  of  Phase  I was  to  conduct  a 

programmatic  overview  of  the  entire  APC  contract  area  to  determine  which  of  the 
sixteen  Analysis  Areas  were  currently  suitable  on  which  to  conduct  detailed 
analysis  to  determine  site-specific  areas  in  which  to  build  roads  and  conduct 
timber  harvest  activities.  This  process  was  necessary  to  focus  efforts  on  the 
reduced  number  of  areas  requiring  detailed  analysis  at  this  time  to  reach  a 
reasoned  decision. 
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8.  JM:  The  SEIS  objectives  should  be  set  out  in  the  Purposes  section 

on  page  1-3 . 

Response:  (IB8)  The  recommended  SEIS  objectives  are  duly  noted  as 

recommendations.  However,  the  objectives  of  the  Phase  I document  was  to 
determine  specific  analysis  areas  on  which  site-specific  impacts  of  continued 
logging,  selected  mitigation  measures,  etc.,  would  be  determined.  The 
site-specific  impacts  are  objectives  of  the  Phase  II  documents  and  therefore 
should  not  be  included  as  Phase  I objectives. 


9.  WS:  Why  is  there  no  transportation  system  designed  or  surveyed  to 

access  future  timber?  Doesn't  the  Life-of-Sale-Plan  (LOSP)  require  at 
least  preliminary  road  design  work? 

Response:  (IB9)  The  levels  of  planning  for  a transportation  system  are  as 

follows:  1)  preliminary  designation  of  travel  corridors  which  will  access 

timber  and  other  considerations  such  as  recreational  use;  2)  preliminary 
location  of  system  roads  using  topographic  maps  and  aerial  photos;  3) 
preliminary  location  of  roads  on -the -ground;  4)  survey  of  the  roads;  and  5) 
road  design. 

The  anticipated  LOSP  road  network  for  site-specific  VCU's  is  displayed  in  the 
Phase  II  documents.  The  LOSP  includes  the  implementation  of  levels  one  and  two 
above  with  limited  implementation  of  level  three  where  difficulties  of 
construction  may  be  noted  from  the  use  of  maps  and  photos.  Preliminary  design 
work  on  transportation  systems  is  limited  to  the  determination  of  a preliminary 
designation  of  travel  corridors  and  road  classes  which  are  determined  primarily 
on  anticipated  use. 


10.  WS:  Why  has  preliminary  road  access  reconnaissance  been 

completed  in  non-def erred  VCU's,  and  road  location,  survey  and  design 
has  been  completed  in  deferred  VCU's? 

Response : (IB10)  On  page  7 2 of  Chapter  4,  Draft  Phase  I,  the  designation 

of  non-deferred  and  deferred  was  unintentionally  reversed.  The  comment  is  duly 
noted  and  the  Final  Phase  I SEIS  will  editorially  corrected.  Unfortunately 
this  same  situation  remains  in  the  FEIS  as  printed.  This  will  be  corrected  in 
the  ERRATA. 


11.  APC:  APC  is  too  constrained  until  SEIS  is  done. 

Response:  (IB11)  The  Settlement  Agreement,  (Draft  Phase  I,  Appendix  B)  as 

signed  by  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  and  other  parties,  contemplated  that  a 
sufficient  volume  of  timber  would  be  available,  during  the  period  the 
Supplemental  EIS  was  being  prepared,  to  meet  the  reasonable  timber  supply  needs 
of  existing  APC  operations.  Additional  road  construction  and  timber  harvest 
areas  have  been  approved  in  an  amendment  to  the  Settlement  Agreement  to 
maintain  existing  APC  operations  on  Kuiu  Island. 
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The  Final  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  discusses,  by  individual  sale,  the  availability 
and  disposition  short-term  sales. 


II.  Adequacy  of  Analysis 

A.  Range  of  Alternatives  to  be  considered  in  Phase  II  is  too  narrow. 

1.  SCLDF,  JM,  PFC,  SSF&GAC:  Too  large  of  areas  were  eliminated  from 

consideration;  timber  supply  from  outside  the  contract  area  was  not 
considered;  harvest  along  existing  roads  was  not  considered. 

AND 


2.  SCLDF:  Although  APC  has  used  them  in  the  past,  non-NFS  and 
independent  sale  sources  were  not  considered  without  any  explanation. 

Response:  (IIA1  and  IIA2)  The  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action 
considered  in  the  SEIS  is  to  meet  existing  contract  volume  requirements  for  the 
remainder  of  the  1986-90  operating  period.  The  existing  contract  provides 
timber  volume  be  supplied  from  Tongass  National  Forest  lands.  An  alternative 
supplying  volume  from  other  lands  named  will  not  meet  the  purpose  and  need  for 
the  proposed  action,  nor  would  such  an  alternative  be  consistent  with  existing 
contract  requirements.  There  is  no  enabling  legislation  to  allow  Federal  money 
be  used  to  purchase  timber,  construct  roads,  administer  sales,  or  otherwise 
make  private  timber  available  to  contribute  to  fulfillment  of  the  contract, 
even  if  private  owners  were  willing  to  make  that  timber  available. 

In  Volume  I of  the  1986-90  final  EIS,  p.  2-9,  the  Regional  Forester  considered, 
but  eliminated,  the  alternative  of  using  Tongass  Supply  Funds  to  purchase  logs 
from  Native  Corporations  to  fulfill  the  Forest  Service  obligation  under  the 
contract.  ANILCA  provides  no  authority  to  purchase  timber  from  the  Native 
Corporations  in  order  to  provide  it  to  APC.  Legislation  would  be  required 
prior  to  further  consideration  of  this  option.  Such  legislation  is  not 
expected  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Non-National  Forest  Timber  Substitution. 

The  only  other  major  land  owners  in  Southeast  Alaska  capable  of  providing  a 
substantial  amount  of  timber  to  APC,  within  the  SEIS  time  frame  of  December  31. 
1990.  are  the  Native  Corporations.  This  alternative  was  considered,  but 
eliminated  from  detailed  study,  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(FEIS) , Volume  I,  for  the  1986-90  Operating  Period  for  the  Alaska  Pulp 
Corporation  Long-term  Sale  Area,  pages  2-6  to  8.  This  same  alternative  was 
considered  in  the  DRAFT  SEIS  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  page  15*  It  was  again 
eliminated  from  detailed  study.  The  Forest  Service  does  not  have  the  authority 
to  acquire  timber  harvest  rights  on  private  property. 

The  current  management  situation  consists  of  a valid  contract  between  the 
Forest  Service  and  APC.  This  contract  bestows  rights  and  obligations  on  both 
parties.  One  obligation  for  the  Forest  Service  is  to  provide  the  agreed  upon 
volume  from  an  identified  area  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest.  (See  APC 
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Contract,  Section  1.  Sale  Area.)  Therefore,  APC  has  the  right  to  expect  a 
total  of  approximately  521  MMBF  of  new  volume  will  be  provided  each  five  year 
period  in  addition  to  carryover  volume  from  prior  five  year  periods.  Any 
alternative  that  attempts  to  substitute  other  logs  as  part  of  the  521  MMBF  or 
carryover  will  not  fulfill  the  Forest  Service  obligation  under  the  APC 
Contract. 

Logs  from  Native  Corporation  lands  cannot  substantially  meet  the  total  needs  of 
APC.  Owners  of  private  timberland  are  able  to  sell  their  sawlogs  on  the  export 
market  for  a much  higher  prices  than  can  be  paid  by  local  manufacturers.  This 
is  one  of  the  main  reasons  for  the  law  requiring  primary  manufacture  of  timber 
from  the  National  Forest  within  the  State  (36  CFR  223*61).  This  provides  an 
economic  base  for  numerous  communities  and  many  jobs  for  Alaskans.  Other 
owners  do,  however,  sell  lower  grade  logs  to  APC.  These  are  mostly  used  for 

pulp.  Enclosure  2 shows  that  if  APC  were  to  buy  all  available  Sealaska  pulp  in 

the  future,  they  would  obtain  approximately  125  MMBF  during  the  harvesting  of 
the  remaining  Sealaska  Timber  holdings  (See  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III, 
F,  Enclosure  p.2).  Sealaska  estimates  that  about  35  MMBF  of  that  volume  would 
be  tributary  to  APC  over  the  next  ten  to  twelve  years  (about  6 MMBF  per  year) . 
On  a five-year  operating  period  basis,  this  would  provide  APC  an  inadequate 
supply  of  pulp  logs.  The  village  Native  Corporations  of  Huna  Totem,  Kake 
Tribal,  Gold  Belt,  and  Shee  Atika  have  already  converted  much  of  their 
holdings  to  young  growing  stands  for  future  generations.  Consequently,  they 
will  produce  a limited  volume  of  pulp  logs  in  the  near  term.  The  remaining 
extensive  Native  timberland  holdings  are  nearer  to  Ketchikan  than  to  Sitka. 

Due  to  their  competitive  advantage  on  transportation  costs,  it  is  reasonable  to 

assume  that  LPK  would  buy  many  of  the  logs  generated  closer  to  their  mill. 

APC  is  not  prohibited  under  the  contract  from  purchasing  timber  from  Native 
Corporations  or  other  sources.  (See  Contract,  Section  5d,  that  will  become 
effective  May  31.  1990,  in  accordance  with  the  Settlement  Agreement  between 
Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  and  the  Forest  Service  dated  September  8,  1989) * APC 
may  purchase  any  volume  of  timber  it  chooses  from  non-National  Forest  sources. 
There  are  no  provisions  in  the  Contact  to  offset  such  purchases  by  adjusting 
the  Contract  timber  volume. 

Canadian  Timber  Sources. 

Canadian  timber  has  been  mentioned  as  a source  of  supply  for  Southeast  mills  in 
general;  and  APC  in  particular.  Although  both  Southeast  Alaska  pulp  mills  have 
purchased  pulp  logs  from  British  Columbia  (BC)  in  the  past;  the  political  and 
economic  situation  in  British  Columbia  has  changed.  The  June  1988  issue  of 
British  Columbia  Lumberman,  page  Wl4,  states  that  a substantial  increase  in 
demand  for  BC  forest  products  last  year  is  expected  to  decrease  log  exports. 

The  Forest  Minister  stated:  "Our  main  objective  is  to  use  BC  timber  to 
manufacture  wood  products  in  this  province.”  He  also  stated:  The  log  export 

policy  now  applies  to  mid-coast,  north  coast  and  the  Queen  Charlotte  Islands, 
the  same  as  everywhere  else." 
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An  article  in  the  March  22,  1989,  New  York  Times  business  section  states: 

VICTORIA,  British  Columbia,  March  21  (Reuters) — The  British  Columbia 
government  plans  to  reduce  exports  of  raw  logs  from  the  province  by  raising 
to  100  percent,  from  40  percent,  the  existing  tax  on  the  difference  between 
the  foreign  price  of  a raw  log  and  the  domestic  price,  the  Forest 
Minister,  Dave  Parker,  said  Monday.  Mr.  Parker  said  the  new  tariff  was 
intended  to  "save  sawmilling  jobs." 

Considering  current  trends,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  substantial  volume  of 
timber  will  be  available  from  Canada.  Even  if  timber  were  available  from 
Canada,  the  existing  contract  requires  timber  volume  from  the  Tongass  National 
Forest.  An  alternative  supplying  timber  from  Canada  will  not  meet  the  purpose 
and  need  for  the  proposed  action  and  would  require  new  legislation  as  well  as 
APC  agreement  to  be  implemented.  Neither  is  expected  in  the  foreseeable 
f uture . 

Harvest  Along  Existing  Roads. 

In  regard  to  the  proposal  to  harvest  along  existing  roads,  the  Phase  II 
analysis  has  used  this  option  in  the  site-specific  determination  of  proposed 
harvest  units.  Review  of  the  maps  included  with  the  Phase  II  documents  will 
show  where  this  option  was  exercised.  Also  see  Response  IIA5. 


3.  SCLDF:  Consideration  of  areas  beyond  APC  contract  area  is  one  way 

of  reducing  the  concentrated  logging  demands  on  Chichagof,  Baranof  and 
Kuiu  Islands.  Within  the  Stikine  Area,  those  parts  of  Kupreanof, 
Wrangell  and  Mitkof  Islands  which  have  not  been  included  by  SEACC  or 
ADF&G  in  logging  deferral  requests,  should  be  considered. 

Response : (IIA3).  The  Long-term  Sale  Contract  limits  operations  to  a 

defined  sale  area.  Section  la,  as  shown  in  Volume  III  of  the  1986-90  final  EIS 
on  pages  A-3  and  A-4,  states  in  part: 

The  sale  area  is  comprised  of  Allotments  B and  H,  the  Contingency  Area  in 
Allotment  C,  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Forest  Service  may  designate 
additional  cutting  areas  in  Allotment  A-l  under  the  terms  of  this  contract 
and  to  no  further  extent,  such  areas  in  Allotment  A-l  as  may  be  so 
designated...  It  is  agreed  that  cutting  shall  be  confined  within  the 
boundaries  of  pulptimber  Allotments  B and  H as  shown  on  said  map  unless  the 
quantity  of  timber  available  for  cutting  thereon  under  the  terms  of  this 
contract  is  less  than  4,974,700,000  board  feet...  In  event  the  quantity  of 
timber  available  for  cutting  within  said  Pulptimber  Allotments  B and  H... 
during  the  period  of  this  contract  is  less  than  4,974,700,000  board  feet, 
the  Forest  Service  shall  designate  additional  cutting  areas  within  that 
portion  of  Pulptimber  Allotment  C designated  on  Map  A as  "Contingency  Area" 
to  bring  the  total  up  to  4,974,700,000  board  feet;  or  in  lieu  of 
designating  such  additional  cutting  areas  within  said  portion  of  Pulptimber 
Allotment  C,  the  Forest  Service  may,  at  its  discretion,  designate 
additional  cutting  areas  within  Pulptimber  Allotment  A-l  containing 
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timber  not  then  required  to  satisfy  other  timber  sale  contract  obligations 
of  the  United  States  to  bring  the  total  up  to  4,974,700,000  board  feet... 

Therefore;  to  provide  volume  outside  of  those  lands  specified  above,  would 
require  a bilateral  change  in  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  Congressional 
direction  to  do  so. 

Substitution  of  Short-term  Sales. 

George  Woodbury's  Affidavit  (See  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  F, 

Enclosure  3)  states  there  are  no  existing  short-term  sales,  that  have  been 
awarded  to  operators,  available  for  purchase  by  APC  or  WFP.  Other  advertised 
short-term  sales  offered  on  the  Chatham  Area  for  the  last  eight  years  (with  the 
exception  of  Homeshore  and  two  in  Yakutat)  have  been  challenged  by  various 
preservationist  groups,  and  stopped  at  some  stage  of  completion.  These  sales 
would  have  to  be  resurrected,  boundaries  marked  and  rechecked  on  the  ground, 
and  roads  and  LTF's  constructed.  Some  permits  have  expired,  or  were  never 
obtained,  and  would  need  to  go  through  the  permitting  process.  Even  if  APC 
would  agree  to  go  to  one  of  these  withdrawn  sales,  the  requirements  of  an 
EA/EIS,  the  permitting  process,  and  LTF  and/or  road  construction  make  these 
alternatives  not  achievable  within  the  remainder  of  the  1986-90  Operating 
Period. 

The  Final  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  discusses  individual  short-term  sales  and  who 
purchased  them  or  other  disposition.  This  same  section  also  discusses  the 
reassignment  of  the  Couverden  Timber  Sale  to  APC  under  a Third  Party 
Agreement . 


4.  SCLDF;  The  DEIS  fails  to  look  beyond  the  bounds  of  the  operations 
area  without  any  explanation. 

Response : (IIA4).  The  boundaries  of  the  current  operating  areas  were  not 

considered  to  be  limiting  factors  in  the  Phase  I determination  of  what  Analysis 
Areas  were  to  be  considered  in  more  site-specific  detail.  Boundaries  of 
current  operating  areas  were  not  considered  as  limiting  factors  in  determining 
the  site-specific  locations  of  proposed  for  roads  and  timber  harvest  units  in 
the  Phase  II  analysis.  Review  of  the  various  Phase  II  documents  will  reveal 
proposed  harvest  units  and  roads  extending  well  beyond  the  bounds  of  areas  of 
operations  as  developed  in  the  original  FEIS  documents.  The  proposals  for 
Analysis  Area  6 particularly  in  VCU's  around  Sitkoh  Bay  are  a good  example. 

The  last  planned  harvest  activities  in  this  area  were  considered  in  the  1976-81 
FEIS.  The  availability  of  areas  to  provide  volume  that  would  be  available  to 
harvest  before  December  31.  1990,  was  determined  by  considering  logistical 
constraints  such  as  the  need  for  new  LTF's  or  logging  camps. 
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5-  SCLDF,  WS:  The  Forest  Service  should  consider  reactivating  past 

operations  in  areas  such  as  Sitkoh  Lake  and  Rodman  Bay  which  have 
already  been  roaded. 

Response:  (IIA5).  All  of  these  areas  were  considered  in  Phase  I.  The 

area  around  Sitkoh  Bay  and  False  Island  is  included  in  Analysis  Area  6.  Please 
see  the  DSEIS  for  Analysis  Area  6 for  the  site-specific  details  of  this 
consideration.  Other  areas  such  as  Rodman  Bay,  where  extensive  harvest  has 
occurred  in  the  recent  past  were  considered  in  Phase  I but,  for  various 
reasons,  as  discussed  in  detail  in  the  Phase  I document,  did  not  meet  the 
criteria  established  for  determining  which  Analysis  Areas  would  be  studied  in 
Phase  II. 

Early  in  the  SEIS  process,  the  IDT  sought  to  determine  the  ability  of  each  VCU 
in  the  APC  sale  area  to  contribute  needed  volume  within  the  SEIS  time  frame  of 
May  1,  1989  to  December  31.  1990.  To  aid  in  this  process,  the  Chatham  and 
Stikine  Areas  were  asked  to  fill  out  an  APC  SEIS  - NO-ACTION  INPUT  DATA  BY  VCU 
(For  Pulp  Units  B,  H,  A-l,  and  Contingency  Area  C)  (See  Consolidated  Appendix, 
Volume  III,  F,  Enclosure  5)*  The  SEIS  team  added  information  on  TLMP  planned 
harvest  for  the  81-86  PERIOD  and  the  86-90  PERIOD.  Draft  Phase  I,  Table  4-42, 
is  an  example  of  a summary  of  selected  VCU's.  The  data,  in  a coded  form,  for 
all  VCU  in  the  APC  Sale  Area  are  summarized  in  Appendix  F of  the  Draft  Phase 
I.  This  was  done  to  determine  the  extent  of  previous  harvest  and,  if 
applicable,  the  availability  of  previously  harvested  areas  for  a second  entry. 

In  addition  to  past  and  planned  harvest  in  each  VCU,  and  the  current  status  of 
existing  and  planned  roads,  logging  camps  and  communities,  log  transfer 
facilities,  existing  permits  and  progress  on  needed  permits,  and  status  of  any 
work  in  progress  on  LTF  evaluation,  road  design  and  harvest  unit  layout  were 
considered  and  evaluated. 


6.  SCLDF.  The  DEIS  should  consider  a true  no  action  alternative  which 
would  eliminate  the  APC  contract. 

Response : (IIA6)  The  1981-86  EIS  (p.  24)  addressed  the  No  Action 

Alternative  as  follows: 

"A  "no  action"  alternative  is  a required  consideration  in  an  environmental 
study  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969*  A "no  action" 
decision  would  maintain  the  areas  under  consideration  in  their  present 
large  roadless  and  undeveloped  state." 

"Section  15(b)  of  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  of  1976  (PL  94-588) 
validated  the  long-term  timber  sale  contracts  in  Alaska.  The  IDT 
recognized,  therefore,  that  a "no  action"  decision  on  all  management  areas 
would  violate  this  national  direction.  However,  a "no  action"  alternative 
was  considered  individually  for  each  management  area,  resulting  in 
deferral  of  harvest  in  a number  of  management  areas  or  portions  of 
management  areas.  These  specific  "no  action"  decisions  are  presented  in 
the  list  on  pages  45-47." 
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This  Supplement  carries  the  1981-86  EIS  definition  of  the  "no  action" 
alternative  in  the  further  evaluation  of  deferred  VCU's  from  the  1981-86  Plan, 
with  the  exception  of  the  1981-86  plan  activities  which  have  already  occurred 
in  these  VCU's.  The  "no  action"  alternative  for  non-def erred  VCU's  would  be 
the  Record  of  Decision  for  1981-86. 

The  "no  action"  alternative  addressed  the  issue  of  not  scheduling  any  new 
timber  harvest  activity  during  the  1986-90  Operating  Period.  This  alternative 
would  have  continued  those  activities  scheduled,  but  not  completed,  in  prior 
operating  plans.  Alternative  A in  the  1986-90  FEIS  would  have  deferred 
scheduling  additional  activity  in  the  study  area  until  after  1990. 

This  Supplement  also  carries  the  1986-90  definition  of  the  "no  action" 
alternative  and  also  does  not  schedule  any  1981-86  plan  activities  beyond  those 
that  have  already  occurred,  in  further  evaluation  of  deferred  VCU's.  The 
Record  of  Decision  will  remain  the  no  action  alternative  for  Supplement 
evaluation  of  non-def erred  VCU's. 

Phase  II  documents  developed  for  each  Analysis  Area  considers  a "No  Action" 
Alternative  as  required  by  NEPA.  A No  Further  Harvest  Action,  which  would  stop 
all  presently  scheduled  road  construction  and  timber  harvest  and  would  propose 
no  additional  harvest  activities  through  the  balance  of  the  1986-90  Operating 
Period  is  also  evaluated  in  Phase  II  documents. 


7.  SCLDF,  CPA:  The  DSEIS  failed  to  address  legislation,  especially 

that  for  cancelling  the  contracts. 

Response : (IIA7).  House  Bill  HR  987  and  Senate  Bill  S 3^6  both  propose 

cancellation  of  the  long-term  timber  sale  contracts.  Neither  Bill  has  been 
finalized  and  become  law.  Termination  of  the  APC  contract  under  these  bills 
could  eliminate  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action  considered  in  the 
SEIS.  Phase  II  will  further  evaluate,  in  one  or  more  alternatives,  the 
potential  impacts  of  HR  987  and  S 3^6. 


8.  JM:  The  SEIS  should  consider  alternatives  that  avoid  further 

high-grading  of  timber  and  should  analyze  to  see  if  there  will  be  only 
low  volume  stands  remaining. 

NOTE:  The  Wildlife  Society  raised  the  "high-grading"  issue  in  their  review 

comments  concerning  both  the  1986-90  draft  EIS  and  the  1986-90  supplemental 
draft  EIS.  At  that  time  we  disagreed  with  the  usage  of  the  term 
"high-grading" . The  common  use  of  the  term  in  timber  harvesting  is  to  describe 
the  action  of  cutting  only  the  best  trees  and  removing  only  the  best  logs  from 
a given  stand  of  timber,  leaving  the  rest  go  to  waste.  One  of  the  main  reasons 
for  building  the  pulp  mills  in  Southeast  Alaska  was  to  avoid  "high-grading"  by 
utilizing  the  low  quality  timber  dominating  many  of  the  stands  throughout  the 
Tongass . 
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The  Wildlife  Society  has  now  qualified  the  term  "high-grading"  to  mean  the 
selective  over-harvest  of  high-volume  forest  land.  The  assumption  is  made  that 
this  respondent  assumes  the  same  meaning  as  the  Wildlife  Society. 

Response : (IIA8).  Harvest  of  timber  stratified  by  volume  class  in  direct 

proportion  to  its  occurrence  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  or  on  the  study 
area  would  not  meet  any  objectives.  This  issue  tends  to  be  brought  up  by  those 
with  general  concerns  over  timber  harvest,  i.e.,  protection  of  deer  winter 
range  and  over-harvest  of  high  volume  timber  stands.  Harvest  in  proportion  to 
occurrence  would  not  necessarily  reduce  environmental  impacts,  or  result  in 
logical  timber  harvest  units  and  roads.  Substantive  issues,  such  as  the 
harvest  of  high  volume  stands,  the  protection  of  deer  winter  range  and 
fisheries  habitat  can  all  be  better  met  by  addressing  them  specifically.  These 
issues  have  been  addressed  specifically  in  the  1986-90  FEIS  and  the  Phase  II 
documents  of  this  Supplement. 

Individual  Phase  II  documents  contain  analysis  tables  displaying  the  current 
inventory  of  acreage  in  each  volume  class  and  the  proposed  harvest  acreage  by 
volume  class  for  each  alternative.  This  Supplemental  process  has  not  surfaced 
any  new  information  relating  to  this  alternative  and  eliminates  it  from  further 
study. 


9.  JM:  Meeting  the  terms  of  the  existing  contract  will  further 

increase  the  overall  dependence  on  low-volume  stands  for  timber 
operators  after  the  contracts  expire. 

Response : (IIA9).  This  concern  appears  to  assume  timber  operators  after 

2011  will  find  only  low  volume  stands  remaining  and  that  such  stands  will  be 
less  desireable  at  this  future  date  and,  therefore,  an  analysis  of  this  concern 
should  be  made  at  this  time.  It  is  unclear  as  to  the  need  of  such  an  analysis 
or  for  what  practical  use  such  an  analysis  would  be  in  the  determination  of  the 
decision  at  hand.  It  has  been  and  is  a long-term  management  objective  of  the 
Forest  Service  to  harvest  a mix  of  high- volume  and  low-volume  stands  of 
timber . 

The  TLMP  1985-86  Amendment,  Appendix  C,  analyzed  remaining  harvest  volume 
distributions  as  of  November  1985  to  determine  if  harvest  patterns  had  changed 
acreage  distribution  by  volume  classes  to  the  extent  that  the  Allowable  Sale 
Quantity  (ASQ)  would  need  revision.  This  analysis  showed  that  no  changes  of  a 
significant  magnitude  had  occurred  (Appendix  C,  pg  C-9) • Phase  II  documents 
contain  tables  showing  the  acreage  by  volume  class  and  the  acreage  proposed  for 
harvest  in  the  various  alternatives. 
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10.  SCLDF:  An  analysis  of  each  of  the  Analysis  Areas  considered 

should  be  prepared  like  the  analysis  which  was  done  for  some  analysis 
areas  in  Chapter  3.  pages  34,62,  to  determine  relative  capability  to 
meet  APC's  timber  needs,  (see  same  comment  III  D) 

Response : (IIA10)  Analysis  for  the  Supplement  Phase  I consisted,  in  part, 

of  evaluating  the  Analysis  Areas  for  their  ability  to  produce  needed  volume 
through  the  end  of  the  planning  period.  The  term  "logistical  constraints" 
refers  to  limitations  on  accessibility  to  harvest  areas. 

Analysis  Areas  2,  3.  6,  and  12  are  considered  high  priority  for  the 
Supplementation  in  Phase  I and  II.  Analysis  Areas  1,  4,  7.  8,  9.  10,  11,  and 
13  are  considered  low  priority  for  supplementation  because  of  their  individual 
inability  to  produce  needed  volume  through  December  31.  1990  and  therefore  have 
not  been  evaluated  further.  Areas  14,  15.  and  16  were  eliminated  due  to 
Wilderness  classification.  Logistical  constraints  indicate  that  Analysis  Area 
5 is  a marginal  priority  for  further  consideration  in  Phase  II.  Phase  I 
discloses  resource  data  for  Area  5 because  of  its  important  role  in  prior  EIS's 
and  to  quantify  its  role  for  consideration  in  HR  1516  and  subsequently  HR  987. 

The  Current  Situation  for  Areas  2,  3.  5.  6,  and  12  is  presented  in  Chapter  3 of 
the  Phase  I document.  Each  of  these  Areas  were  then  analyzed  in  Chapter  4 to 
determine  which  of  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Alternatives  could  be  implemented  in 
the  deferred  VCU's  until  December  31.  1990.  Non-def erred  VCU's  were  also 
evaluated  for  their  potential  to  provide  volume,  in  lieu  of  entering  deferred 
VCU’s,  for  the  balance  of  this  plan  period. 

Detailed  information  such  as  provided  for  the  high  priority  Analysis  Areas  in 
Chapter  3 was  not  deemed  necessary  to  be  included  for  the  low  priority  areas  as 
these  low  priority  areas  were  no  longer  being  considered  for  further  analysis. 
Development  of  such  information  would  introduce  extraneous  information  not 
germane  to  further  analysis  of  the  areas  remaining  to  be  studied. 


11.  SCLDF:  The  Court  in  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtright 

required  consideration  of  site-specific  no-action  alternatives  for 
each  sub-area  of  the  APC  contract  area. 

Response : (IIA11).  Phase  II  contains  a No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  for 

all  Analysis  Areas  being  further  evaluated.  See  also  Response  IIA6. 


12.  JM:  The  discussion  of  the  preferred  alternative  with  SEIS  needs 

to  include:  1)  options  available  to  access/harvest  the  area,  2) 
specific  evidence  that  it  is  the  "best"  alternative  and  3)  possible 
tradeoffs  between  economic,  environmental  and  other  consequences 
should  other  options  be  implemented. 

Response:  (IIA12)  The  Phase  II  analysis  provides  this  type  of  in-depth 

look  at  access  and  harvest  options  and  tradeoffs  in  determining  the  best 
alternative.  Phase  I focused  on  determining  the  availability  of  volume  and 
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determination  of  the  locations  where  such  volume  might  be  found  available  after 
further  Phase  II  site-specific  analysis. 


13.  JM:  The  Analysis  Areas  are  too  large.  The  consistency  between 

the  TLMP  process  and  the  SEIS  needs  to  be  more  clearly  displayed. 
Analysis  areas  should  be  the  size  of  independent  sales  for  the  5_year 
plans. 

Response : (IIA13).  See  Response  IB6.  The  designation  of  Analysis  Areas 

is  consistent  with  directions  found  in  the  1985-86  TLMP  Amendment.  Such 
directions  also  apply  to  the  development  of  Analysis  Areas  for  the 
determination  of  the  locations  of  independent  timber  sales,  as  well  as  other 
site-specific  projects. 


14.  JM.  Need  to  show  where  APC  contract  prevents  USFS  from  National 
Forest  Management  Act  management  direction  within  the  APC  Long-term 
sale  area  versus  independent  sales  on  the  Tongass. 

Response : (IIA14).  The  APC  timber  sale  contract  has  been  modified  in 

accordance  with  NFMA  to  bring  the  contract  into  compliance  with  NFMA.  See 
Volume  III,  Appendix  A,  of  the  1986-90  FEIS.  This  Appendix  contains  a copy  of 
the  contract  as  modified  1/1/81.  These  modifications  include,  with  others, 
modifications  made  in  accordance  with  NFMA  directions.  It  is  noted  that  the 
respondent  does  not  substantiate  this  statement  in  any  way. 


15.  JM.  The  SEIS  should  identify  whether  areas  under  evaluation  are 
LUD  IV  or  III  and  what  management  measures  are  being  used  to  meet 
their  designation. 

Response : (IIA15).  There  are  various  locations  in  the  Phase  I document 

that  show  the  Land  Use  Designation  (LUD)  for  individual  VCU's.  See  Chapter  4, 
Environmental  Consequences  or  Appendix  F of  the  Draft  Phase  I for  examples. 
Also  see  Phase  II  documents.  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Needs  and  Chapter  3. 
Affected  Environment.  Also  reference  TLMP,  TLMP  Amended  and  associated  maps. 


16.  JM:  How  many  of  the  1985  Agreement  areas  are  being  eliminated 

from  further  analysis? 

Response : (IIA16).  The  entire  APC  contract  area,  including  all  of  the 

1985  Agreement  areas  are  considered  in  Phase  I.  (See  Draft  Phase  I Appendix 
F) . The  Finger  Creek  (VCU  247).  Catherine  Island  (VCU's  296  and  297).  and 
Portage  Arm/Cosmos  Cove  (VCU's  296,  298,  315.  and  316)  areas  were  subject  to 
further  analysis  in  Phase  II  of  this  Supplemental  process. 
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17.  JM,  WS:  Harvesting  in  proportion  to  volume  occurrence  should  be 

considered  (high  grading  issue). 

Response:  (IIA17).  See  Response  IIA8. 


18.  JM.  SEIS  should  explain  the  difference  in  miles  of  planned  road 
construction  between  ALP  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  in 
the  1981-86  FEIS . 

Response : (IIA18)  The  correct  numbers  for  the  amount  of  road  which  would 

have  been  required  to  access  the  timber  for  Alternative  8 of  the  1981-86  EIS, 
ALP’s  Alternative,  is  310  miles,  not  8 miles  as  published.  For  Alternative  9. 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  amount  of  planned  road  is  354  miles,  not  280  as 
published. 


19.  JM.  The  ranking  of  high,  low  and  marginal  priorities  in  terms  of 
Phase  II  should  be  explained. 

Response : (IIA19).  As  part  of  the  evaluation  of  each  Analysis  Area  for 

further  analysis  in  Phase  II,  a priority  of  high,  low  or  marginal  was  assigned 
each  analysis  area.  This  prioritization  represents  the  determined  capability 
of  each  area  to  meet  the  volume  commitments  of  the  APC  contract  for  the 
remainder  of  the  1986-90  Operating  Period. 


20.  JM:  All  areas  and  alternatives  in  1981-86  and  1986-90  must  be 

included  in  the  SEIS  to  make  it  meaningful. 

Response : (IIA20)  See  Response  IB7.  All  areas  of  the  APC  Contract  Area 

were  analyzed  to  determine  which  areas  would  receive  Phase  II  analysis.  See 
Response  IB4.  All  alternatives  in  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  FEIS's  were 
discussed  and  considered  in  Phase  I.  Numerous  portions  of  certain  alternatives 
have  been  included  in  various  alternatives  in  Phase  II  documents. 


21.  JM:  Why  were  VCU's  4l6,  417,  4l8  and  419  entered  for 
road-building  when  other  more  economical  areas  were  available? 

Response:  (IIA20).  There  has  been  no  road  construction  in  VCU's  4l6,  417, 

or  4l8.  This  table  is  in  error  and  will  be  revised  in  the  final  document. 
Certain  portions  of  VCU  419  were  designated  as  areas  where  harvesting 
activities  could  continue  during  the  period  of  time  needed  for  the 
Supplementation  process.  See  Supplemental  Agreement.  Volume  in  VCU  419  was 
necessary  to  provide  APC  with  sufficient  volume  to  maintain  normal  production 
from  their  existing  logging  operation  located  on  Kuiu  Island. 
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B.  Timber  Supply  Needs  Analysis. 
1.  SCLDF.  Need  to: 


1)  identify  "carryover"  as  of  1/1/87 • 

2)  identify  amount  APC  harvested  in  past  two 
seasons.  What  amount  was  carryover  and  what  was 
from  1986-90  Operating  Plan. 

3)  identify  how  much  is  deferred  because  of  SEIS 
and  how  much  is  available  as  of  I/I/87. 

4)  identify  how  much  timber  was  deleted  as 
uneconomic  after  approval. 

5)  identify  how  much  timber  is  available  along 
existing  roads. 

6)  tell  whether  APC  has  met  the  70  percent  clause 
in  its  contract  for  1987  and  1988  operating 
seasons.  Explain  the  70  percent  rule.  How  has 
APC  performance  been  affected  by  it?  How  did  the 
1985  Agreement  affect  APC  performance? 

Response : (IIB1)  1)  identify  "carryover"  as  of  1/1/87.  The  timber 

supply  needs  analysis  was  designed  to  determine  the  volume  that  would  need  to 
be  developed  under  the  Supplementation  process  as  of  January  1,  1988.  Specific 
information  relating  to  the  status  of  carryover  volume  as  of  earlier  periods 
have  not  been  developed.  It  remains  unclear  as  to  any  meaningful  use  of  such 
information  in  this  decision-making  process.  The  status  of  carryover  volume  as 
of  1/1/88  is  found  in  Chapter  3 for  each  VCU  in  each  Analysis  Area. 

2)  identify  amount  APC  harvested  in  past  two  seasons.  What  amount  was 
carryover  and  what  was  from  1986-90  Operating  Plan.  APC  harvested  58,202  MBF 
of  sawlog  volume  during  1986  and  88,502  MBF  sawlog  volume  during  1987.  Scaled 
volume  is  reported  as  being  volume  produced  during  a given  Operating  Period  and 
is  not  reported  based  on  the  Operating  Period  FEIS  that  was  the  original 
decision  document.  However,  all  of  the  timber  produced  and  reported  scaled 
during  1986  was  carryover  volume  as  the  1986-90  ROD  was  not  signed  until 
December  31t  1986.  The  preponderance  of  the  volume  reported  scaled  for  1987 
was  also  carryover  volume  as  road  construction  and  on-going  harvest  activities 
were  still  targeting  carryover  volume.  Also  the  January  4,  1985  Agreement 
required  that  carryover  volume  be  harvested  first. 

3)  identify  how  much  is  deferred  because  of  SEIS  and  how  much  is  available 
as  of  1/1/87.  No  data  has  been  developed  that  shows  how  much  carryover  was 
deferred  or  was  available  for  harvest  as  of  I/I/87.  These  figures  as  of  1/1/87 
have  no  meaningful  use  in  this  decision-making  process.  Table  4-11  in  the 
Phase  I document  shows  the  acreage  of  carryover  as  of  1/1/86. 
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4 ) identify  how  much  timber  was  deleted  as  uneconomic  after  approval.  See 
Appendix  C in  Draft  Phase  II  documents  for  reasons  for  the  addition  or  deletion 
of  acreage  to  specific  harvest  units. 

5 ) identify  how  much  timber  is  available  along  existing  roads.  As  the 
Supplemental  process  is  not  analyzing  a decision  relating  to  the  size  or  timing 
of  second  or  third  entries  along  existing  road  systems,  this  information  has 
not  been  developed  and  does  not  appear  meaningful  for  use  in  determining  the 
decision  at  hand. 

6)  (a)  state  whether  APC  has  met  the  70  percent  clause  in  its  contract  for 
1987  and  1988  operating  seasons,  (b)  Explain  the  70  percent  rule,  (c)  How  has 
APC  performance  been  affected  by  it?  (d)  How  did  the  1985  Agreement  affect  APC 
performance. 

(a)  Section  5d,  Proportion  of  Plant  Requirements  from  Contract  Area  (70 
percent  clause)  does  not  require  APC  to  fulfill  the  70  percent  requirement 
for  any  given  year  during  a five-year  operating  period.  No  information  has 
been  developed  for  each  of  these  years. 

(b)  Section  5d  reads: 

"During  the  period  prior  to  June  30,  1966,  and  during  each  five-year 
operating  period  as  specified  in  Section  5b,  unless  such  amounts  are 
reduced  in  writing  by  the  Forest  Service,  at  least  70  percent  of  the 
log  requirements  of  the  pulpmill  shall  be  cut  from  the  areas  included 
in  this  contract." 

Contract  interpretation  and  administration  of  this  clause  requires  APC  to 
harvest  (cut)  a volume  from  the  sale  area  equivalent  to  70  percent  of  the 
volume  consumed  in  the  pulpmill  (as  defined  elsewhere  in  the  contract). 

The  contract  does  not  require  APC  to  consume  such  timber  in  their  pulpmill. 

(c)  There  is  no  information  available  as  to  how  APC  has  been  affected  by 
the  70  percent  requirement. 

(d)  The  January  4,  1985  Agreement  included  an  agreement  that  reduced  the 
70  percent  requirement  for  the  1981-86  Operating  Period  to  29  percent.  No 
effects  on  APC’s  performance  are  known  as  a result  of  this  modification  to 
the  70  percent  requirement. 


2.  JM,  LE:  More  discussion  is  needed  on  the  availability  of  native 

logs  to  substitute  for  APC  pulp  needs. 

Response:  (IIB2).  See  Responses  IIA1  and  IIA2. 
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3.  SCLDF:  The  229  MMBF  Phase  II  timber  supply  goal  needs  an 

explanation. 


Response : (IIB3).  The  229  MMBF  constitutes  the  amount  of  timber  necessary 

to  meet  the  remainder  of  APC's  contract  commitment  for  the  1986-90  Operating 
Period.  The  January  4,  1985  Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest  Service 
(Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  L)  provided  that  the  Forest  Service  was  not 
required  to  appraise  more  than  700  MMBF  of  sawlog  timber  for  the  1986-90 
Operating  Period. 

The  actual  sawlog  volume  appraised  for  the  1986-90  Operating  Period,  including 
carryover,  was  696,219  MBF.  The  unharvested  portion  of  this  volume  is  the 
minimum  still  needed  to  meet  the  January  4,  1985  Agreement  commitments  to  APC 
through  December  31*  1990.  The  portion  of  this  unharvested  volume  that 
requires  supplemental  NEPA  analysis  was  calculated  as  follows: 

696,958  MBF  appraised  sawlog  volume  for  period  starting  1/1/86 
-146,704  MBF  scaled  net  sawlog  volume  for  CY  1986  and  1987. 

549,515  MBF  volume  need  as  of  1/1/88  to  meet  contract  requirements  as 
modified  by  the  January  4,  1985  Agreement. 

-320,362  MBF  estimated  volume  remaining  in  non-deferred  harvest  units  as 
of  1/1/88. 

229,153  MBF  estimated  volume  needing  supplemental  NEPA  analysis. 


4.  SCLDF,  WS,  NOAA:  The  SEIS  needs  to  fully  set  out  and  explain 

changes  that  happen  in  actual  sale  layout  and  unit  location. 

Response : (IIB4).  Full  documentation  of  all  the  changes  that  have 

happened  in  actual  sale  layout  and  unit  location  are  on  file  in  the  respective 
office  of  the  Forest  Supervisors  responsible  for  implementation  of  the  Records 
of  Decision.  Such  documents  are  available  for  public  review.  Also  see 
Appendix  C in  Draft  Phase  II  documents  and.  Appendix  A of  Final  FEIS  for  the 
four  Analysis  Areas,  for  an  unit  by  unit  discussion  of  changes  in  unit  acreage. 

The  cumulative  effects  of  previously  harvested  acreage  reflect  such  changes  in 
location  or  design  as  may  have  occurred  during  the  implementation  process.  As 
the  unit  changes  have  occurred  to  areas  on  which  harvesting  has  occurred  and  as 
the  decision  at  hand  is  to  determine  where  future  harvest  activities  shall  take 
place,  a detailed  explanation  of  each  and  every  change  to  areas  already 
harvested  would  not  provide  meaningful  information  related  to  the  pending 
decision.  The  cumulative  effects  of  prior  harvest  patterns  is  considered  in 
this  decision-making  process.  The  Phase  II  process  accomplishes  the 
site-specific  analysis  that  considers  such  changes  in  the  acreage  of  prior 
harvest  activities  that  may  have  occurred.  Phase  II  documents  display  these 
changes  in  their  Appendix. 
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5.  LE:  Why  is  more  timber  offered  than  is  required  by  the  contracts? 


Response:  (IIB5).  There  is  not  more  timber  being  offered  than  required  by 

the  timber  sale  contract.  For  the  1986-90  Operating  Period,  the  January  4, 

1985  Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest  Service  limited  the  volume  to  be 
appraised  to  not  more  than  700  MMBF  of  sawlog  volume.  This  is  234  MMBF  of 
sawlog  volume  less  than  the  volume  required  to  be  provided  under  the  contract 
for  the  same  period  of  time.  For  a detailed  analysis  of  this,  please  see  the 
section  in  Appendix  B of  the  Draft  Phase  II  documents  titled  "Responses  to 
Phase  I Public  Concerns",  pages  7~8.  (See  also.  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume 
III,  F) 


6.  WS,  CPA,  NOAA:  "Isolated  timber"  needs  to  be  explained. 

Response:  (IIB6).  During  both  the  planning  and  implementation  phases  of 

timber  sale  layout,  the  avoidance  of  isolating  timber  from  future  harvest 
opportunities  is  an  important  concern.  Isolating  timber  from  future  harvest 
opportunities  can  occur  if  a need  arises  to  protect  adjacent  regenerated  stands 
of  timber,  logging  engineering  problems  such  as  a lack  of  stump  anchors 
prevents  the  use  of  cable  logging  systems,  or  terrain  features  prevent  access 
at  the  time  of  future  entry.  The  isolation  of  timber  can  also  occur  as  a result 
of  economic  factors  that  preclude  an  economically  feasible  later  entry.  Timber 
that  is  left  to  protect  or  enhance  other  forest  resources  is  not  considered  as 
being  "isolated  timber".  See  Volume  I,  Subsection  4a,  pages  4-9  and  4-10  of 
the  1986-90  FEIS  for  an  additional  discussion  on  "isolated  timber".  Timber 
that  is  isolated  from  standard  harvesting  methods  either  due  to  the  lack  of  the 
capability  of  the  standard  harvest  system  to  reach  the  timber  or  gross  economic 
infusibility  may  become  available  to  harvest  by  non-standard  harvest  systems 
(ie.,  helicopters  or  multi-span  skylines)  at  some  time  when  market  demand 
provides  a favorable  economic  condition. 


7.  SCLDF:  The  DSESI  should  explore  the  option  of  APC  use  of  other 

timber  sources. 

Response : (IIB7).  See  Responses  IIA1  and  IIA2. 

8.  SCLDF.  The  DSEIS  should  discuss  the  issue  of  how  "economic" 
timber  is  determined  to  support  conclusions. 

Response : (IIB8) . In  Draft  Phase  I,  Appendix  F,  No  Action  Alternative, 

there  is  discussions  concerning  individual  VCU's  in  the  APC  contract  area. 

This  set  of  discussions  summarizes  reasons  from  the  past  that  reflect  some  of 
the  main  reasons  on  which  decisions  were  based  at  the  start  of  a given 
Operating  Period  to  conduct  or  not  conduct  harvest  activities  within  a given 

vcu. 

Included  in  these  discussions  for  some  of  the  VCU's  is  the  following  statement: 
"Economically  less  efficient  than  other  volume  in  Hoonah  Area" . 
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Review  of  the  1986-90  Record  of  Decision,  page  12,  shows  the  decision  to  defer 
harvest  and  road  construction  activities  in  certain  VCU's  was  made  because 
volume  in  these  VCU's  is  "economically  less  efficient  than  other  volume  in  the 
Hoonah  Area" . The  analyses  supporting  this  determination  are  part  of  the 
1986-90  Planning  Record. 


9.  JM:  The  SEIS  should  explicitly  show  the  relationship  of  TLMP 

harvest  schedule  to  each  of  the  5~year  operating  periods  included  in 
the  SEIS. 

Response : (IIB9).  The  1976-81  Operating  Period  was  planned  and 

implementation  had  occurred  before  and  during  the  development  of  TLMP.  This 
activity  was  reflected  in  TLMP,  Part  II,  in  the  Management  Area  Direction  and 
Emphasis  Summaries.  See  Appendix  F in  Draft  Phase  I.  See  Responses  IIA8  and 
IIA9. 


10.  JM.  Why  was  the  administrative  decision  made  to  exclude  utility 
volume  from  the  original  contractual  volume  requirements  and  how  does 
the  exclusion  of  utility  volume  increase  the  number  of  acres  needed 
for  harvest? 

Response : (IIB10).  The  three  classes  of  logs  in  the  APC  timber  sale 

contract  include  sawlogs,  utility  logs  and  cull  logs.  Sawlogs  are  defined  as  a 
log  that  must  be  one-third  sound  for  lumber  recovery.  Utility  logs  are  those 
logs  less  than  one- third  sound  for  lumber  recovery  but  contain  at  least  50 
percent  of  their  gross  volume  in  firm  chippable  wood.  Cull  logs  are  logs  that 
do  not  meet  the  minimum  requirements  for  sawlogs  or  utility  logs.  Both  sawlogs 
and  utility  logs  are  required  to  be  removed  from  harvest  areas  in  accordance 
with  stipulations  of  the  timber  sale  contract.  Stumpage  rates  are  charged  for 
both  sawlogs  and  utility  logs.  Cull  logs  are  not  required  to  be  removed  from 
harvest  areas  and  there  is  no  stumpage  charge  if  the  purchaser  so  elects  to 
remove  such  material. 

Utility  log  volumes  were  not  included  in  the  total  volumes  to  be  made  available 
under  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract.  As  utility  volumes  were  not 
included,  the  contractual  commitments  for  volume  are  met  only  by  the  volume  of 
sawlogs  removed  from  the  contract  area.  Utility  log  volumes  removed  from  the 
sale  area  do  not  count  toward  contract  commitments  for  volume.  As  utility  log 
volumes  were  never  included,  such  volumes  cannot  be  excluded.  Therefore  the 
acreage  to  be  harvested  to  meet  the  sawlog  contractual  commitment  does  not 
change . 


11.  WS:  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  discrepancies  between  the  two 

timber  inventories  conducted  on  the  study  area. 

Response:  (IIB11).  The  Wildlife  Society's  concerns  about  two  inventories 

on  the  1986-90  study  area  was  fully  addressed  in  the  Regional  Forester's 
Responsive  Statement  prepared  in  response  to  the  Wildlife  Society's  appeal  of 
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the  1986-90  Record  of  Decision.  This  full  response  is  on  file  and  available 
for  public  review. 

The  results  displayed  in  the  two  tables  were  based  on  two  different  types  of 
inventory  methods.  Table  3_4  (Volume  I of  the  1986-90  FEIS)  is  based  on  the 
updated  TLMP  inventory  data  base.  This  inventory  was  conducted  using  a photo 
point  sampling  method,  designed  to  be  accurate  only  on  a forest-wide  sampling 
level.  The  TLMP  inventory  data  is  not  statistically  sound  for  use  at  the 
project  level,  but  does  provide  baseline  data  for  comparison  of  alternatives 
being  compared  at  a VCU  level. 

The  results  displayed  in  Table  4-77  (Volume  I of  the  1986-90  FEIS)  are  based, 
as  indicated  in  the  footnotes  on  page  4-236,  on  the  Timber  Inventory  Map  File 
Data  Base.  This  data  base  was  created  by  digitizing  all  CFL  displayed  on 
timber  volume  type  maps  site-specific  to  the  study  area.  These  Volume  Type 
Maps  provide  more  accurate  timber  stand  information  on  a stand-by-stand  basis 
for  the  Study  Area  than  that  provided  by  the  photo  point  data  in  TLMP.  These 
tables  do  not  display  only  acres  of  old-growth,  they  display  all  acres  of 
commercial  forest  land. 


12.  WS:  The  DSEIS  fails  to  address  errors  in  the  multi-entry  layout 

plan  for  the  1986-90  study  area. 

Response:  (IIB12) . The  following  is  the  Wildlife  Society's 

concern, expressed  in  their  appeal  of  the  APC  86-90  ROD,  and  the  Forest  Service 
response  to  this  issue. 

Wildlife  Society's  concern: 

4.  Significant  errors  in  the  multi-level  layout  planning  for  the  1986-90 
study  area  were  not  corrected. 

Multi-level  Layout  Planning  (MELP)  was  used  in  the  long-term  and  cumulative 
effects  analysis  (subsection  4).  On  page  4-236,  the  first  row  of  the  table 
4-77  shows  the  total  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  by  volume  class  in  the 
study  area.  Acres  occurring  on  unstable  soils,  oversteepened  slopes,  in 
wildlife  habitat  retention,  or  other  classifications  precluding  timber 
harvest  are  subtracted,  leaving  what  is  termed  "accessible"  timber  (row  2, 
Table  4-77)*  In  the  case  of  the  high  volume  class,  there  are  94  more  acres 
reportedly  accessible  than  exist.  The  true  number  of  accessible 
high-volume  acres  is  probably  100-500  acres  less  than  that  reported. 

Errors  of  this  magnitude  are  significant  considering  that  only  245  acres  of 
this  volume  class  are  expected  to  remain  after  year  2080  (Table  4-77)* 

Given  the  high  public  concern  over  this  scarce  resource,  mistakes  which 
might  mean  the  difference  between  245  acres  left,  or  no  acres  left  cannot 
be  ignored 

Forest  Service  response: 

The  first  row  of  table  4-77  is  based  on  Timber  Volume  Type  Maps  which  were 
digitized  to  create  the  Timber  Inventory  Map  File  Data  Base.  The  second 
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row  of  the  table  was  developed  by  re-digitizing  the  same  set  of  maps  at  a 
later  date  for  the  Multi-entry  layout  planning.  Both  digitizing  efforts 
measured  the  areas  of  thousands  of  polygons.  The  difference  you  point  out 
is  in  the  50+  MBF/acre  volume  class.  The  difference  is  small,  less  than  2 % 
of  the  acres  in  the  volume  class. 

The  allegation  that  errors  of  up  to  500  acres  were  involved  resulted  from  the 
Wildlife  Society’s  misunderstanding  of  the  use  of  the  site-specific  timber  type 
map  inventory.  See  response  IIB11. 


13.  WS:  Why  isn't  timber  available  on  ROD  postponed  VCU's  available 

for  Phase  II  analysis? 

Response : (IIB13) . It  has  been  determined  through  Phase  I analysis  that 

only  Analysis  Areas  2,  3i  6,  and  12  meet  the  criteria,  as  established  in  Phase 
I,  for  receiving  further  site-specific  analysis  in  Phase  II.  There  are  a 
number  of  VCU's  that  were  postponed  (deferred)  by  the  1986-90  ROD  that  are 
being  reconsidered  in  Phase  II.  See  Chapter  3.  Phase  I,  Table  3-34,  as  an 
example  of  where  ROD  postponed  VCU's  are  included  in  an  Analysis  Area  that  was 
selected  for  Phase  II  analysis. 


14.  APC:  The  SEIS  estimates  of  additional  volume  of  230  MMBF  (in 

Phase  II)  is  too  low  by  40  MMBF. 

Response:  (IIB14).  The  volume  of  229  MMBF  was  described  in  Phase  I as 

being  the  minimum  volume  needed  to  meet  contractual  commitments.  Phase  II 
analysis  will  determine  the  actual  volume  needs  to  meet  this  commitment. 


15.  APC:  APC  has  received  less  volume  than  ROD  called  for  because  of 

actions  such  as  deletions. 

Response : (IIB15).  Phase  II  analysis  will  determine  actual  volume  needs 

to  fully  meet  existing  contractual  obligations. 


16.  APC:  The  SEIS  substituted  timber  volume  which  is  less  economical 

than  the  timber  volume  for  which  it  was  substituted. 

Response : (IIB16)  Economics  is  an  important  consideration  in  the  SEIS, 

and  effort  is  being  made  to  balance  the  management  of  the  National  Forest 
through  analysis  of  the  many  issues  being  addressed  by  the  SEIS.  Comparison  of 
the  economics  of  alternate  timber  selections  with  volumes  of  timber  included, 
but  not  harvested,  from  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating  Periods  have  not  been 
made.  Such  information  is  not  applicable  in  the  decision-making  process  at 
hand.  Economical  comparisons  of  various  proposed  alternatives  are  considered 
in  Phase  II. 
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C.  Cumulative  Impacts. 

1.  SCLDF,  WS,  LE,  SSF&GAC:  The  SDEIS  does  not  present  a long-term 

cumulative  effects  analysis  of  completing  the  APC  contract. 

Response:  (IIC1).  Phase  II  analysis  found  in  Chapter  4 of  each  Phase  II 

document  addresses  the  reasonably  foreseeable,  long-term,  and  cumulative 
effects.  The  reasonably  foreseeable  and  long-term  time  frame  is  interpreted  to 
mean  until  the  end  of  the  APC  contract. 

The  cumulative  effects  analysis  includes  the  effects  of  past  harvest,  existing 
proposed  harvest,  adjacent  harvest  (private  and  state  lands),  and  harvest 
proposed  under  the  SEIS  alternatives  as  well  as  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts 
to  the  year  2011. 

2.  SCLDF,  JM:  The  SDEIS  needs  to  analyze  non-def erred  1986-90  areas 

as  part  of  the  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

Response : (IIC2).  See  Response  IIC1.  Past  and  existing  proposed  harvest 

effects  are  included  in  the  cumulative  effects  analyses  in  Phase  II. 


3.  JM:  The  SDEIS  should  analyze  the  effects  of  activities  in 

adjacent  areas,  the  effects  on  other  parts  of  the  Tongass,  and  the 
effects  of  completing  contract  by  2011. 

Response : (IIC3) . See  Response  IIC1. 


4.  JM:  The  SDEIS  should  analyze  the  estimated  cumulative  effects  of 

fully  completing  the  APC  timber  sale  contract  within  sale  area. 

Response:  (IIC4).  Such  an  analysis  has  no  bearing  on  the  decision  at 

hand.  See  Responses  IIA10,  IIA11,  and  IIC1. 


5.  JM:  The  SDEIS  should  analyze  cumulative  effects  prior  to  1980 

and  explain  how  certain  cumulative  effects  are  calculated. 

Response : (IIC5).  See  Response  IIC1.  Phase  II  documents  analyze 

cumulative  effects  of  past  actions  up  to  and  including  proposed  actions  through 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  future. 


6.  JM:  Why  was  the  administrative  decision  made  to  exclude  utility 

volume  from  the  original  contractual  volume  requirements  and  how  does 
the  exclusion  of  utility  volume  increase  the  number  of  acres  needed 
for  harvest?  (Duplicate  of  IIB10) . 

Response : (IIC6).  See  Response  IIB10. 
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7.  WS:  The  SEIS  should  analyze  the  long  term  and  cumulative  impacts 

of  "high-grading.” 

Response : (IIC7).  See  Response  IIA8. 

8.  WS,  NOAA:  The  SEIS  should  analyze  the  long-term  (100  years) 

cumulative  effects  to  show  what  will  become  of  deer. 

Response : (IIC8) . See  Response  IIC1. 


D.  Subsistence  Analysis. 

1.  SCLDF,  PFC,  ATC,  SSF&GAC:  The  SEIS  should  analyze:  (1)  the 

quantify,  intensity  and  value  of  the  relative  use  of  areas;  (2)  the 
sensitivity  of  areas  to  disturbance;  and  (3)  the  scale  of  logging  in 
the  areas. 

Response:  (IID1).  Since  publication  of  the  Draft  Phase  I document,  much 

effort  has  been  directed  towards  gathering  and  refining  subsistence  data.  The 
Tongass  Resource  Cooperative  Survey  (TRUCS) , which  was  a cooperative  study 
between  the  Forest  Service  and  the  University  of  Alaska,  has  produced  a great 
deal  of  site-specific  use  information.  Subsistence  hearings  were  conducted  as 
part  of  Phase  II.  The  newly  gathered  data  will  be  used  to  show  use  of 
subsistence  resources  and  for  other  purposes  such  as  assessing  impacts  of 
timber  harvest. 

Phase  II  determines  the  site-specific  locations  of  proposed  harvest  activities 
which  will  provide  direct  comparison  of  the  degree  of  harvest  activities  in 
relation  to  subsistence  use  patterns. 


2.  JM:  Analysis  based  on  carrying  capacity  is  too  broad  to  disclose 

specific  information  on  subsistence  areas. 

Response : (IID2).  Ongoing  studies  are  designed  to  deal  with  this  aspect 

of  subsistence,  including  the  hearing  process.  More  detailed  information  is 
available  in  the  Phase  II  documents  for  Analysis  Areas  2,  3.  6 and  12. 


3.  SCLDF:  The  discussion  of  Native  logging  and  its  impact  on 

analysis  areas  near  subsistence  communities  is  inadequate. 

Response : (IID3).  See  Response  IIC1  regarding  the  cumulative  effects 
analysis  that  includes  harvest  on  adjacent  lands,  ie.  Native  lands. 
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4.  SCLDF,  EH:  To  determine  how  past,  present  and  future  logging  will 

impact  each  of  the  subsistence  dependent  communities  in  or  near  the 
APC  contract  area,  site  specific  data  about  importance  of  each  area  to 
each  community  is  needed. 

Response:  (IID4).  See  Response  IID1. 


5.  CPA:  Explain  Tables  4-18  through  4-33* 

Response : (IID5).  Tables  4-18  through  4-33  show  use  patterns  by 

community.  These  tables  were  not  designed  to  show  intensity  of  use  by 
individual  communities.  Phase  II  further  analyzes  subsistence  use  in  relation 
to  site-specific  activities  within  VCU's.  Intensity  of  use  is  expected  to  be 
determined  through  Phase  II  analysis. 


6.  SCLDF:  SCLDF  argues  that  logging  by  APC  will  cause  a significant 

restriction  of  rural  subsistence  opportunities  and  if  such  a 
restriction  appears  possible,  ANILCA  Section  810  hearing  procedures 
must  be  followed. 

Response : (IID6).  See  Response  IID1.  ANILCA  Section  810  hearings  were 

held  as  part  of  the  Phase  II  process. 


7.  EH:  The  effects  of  new  roads  on  subsistence  lifestyles  needs  to 

be  addressed. 

Response:  (IID7).  Phase  II  analyses  address  the  effects  of  new  roads,  as 

well  as  past  and  present  road  influences  on  subsistence  issues. 


8.  COTS:  Tenakee  Springs  takes  pride  in  the  maintenance  of  its 

foot-path  trail  system  and  to  suggest  that  the  trail  system  is 
maintained  for  ATV  use  is  misleading  and  false. 


Response : (IID8).  FEIS  documents  clarify  the  status  of  this  use. 


9.  COTS:  Address  the  Alaska  Board  of  Fish  and  Game’s  reduction  of 

bag  limits  for  deer  and  brown  bear  closure  in  the  Hoonah  area. 

Response : (IID9).  Sports  bag  limits  for  deer  were  decreased  because  of 

too  many  non-local  hunters  were  arriving  via  the  State  ferry  to  hunt  in  the 
Hoonah  area  which  resulted  in  increased  harvest  of  deer.  The  brown  bear 
closure  was  a result  of  the  Game  Board's  concern  that  too  many  bears  were  being 
killed  by  hunters  and  "in  defense  of  life  or  property".  See  Draft  Phase  II 
document  for  Analysis  Area  2 for  a detailed  discussion  of  this  topic  (Chapter 
3,  pages  33-3^). 
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10.  COTS:  The  methodology  for  computing  harvest  figures  is  not 

accurate  when  applied  to  the  local  area. 

Response : (IID10).  The  methodology  is  utilized  and  is  acceptable  by  the 

State  of  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  who  have  the  management 
responsibility  of  maintaining  viable  populations  of  game. 


11.  COTS.  Identify  differences  of  opinion  between  the  USFS  and 
ADF&G . 

Response : (IID11).  Differences  of  opinion  are  to  be  expected  between  a 

multi -resource  land  management  agency  and  a single-resource  (game  and  fish 
populations)  management  unit  that  does  not  have  direct  responsibility  for  the 
management  of  the  land  and  habitat  on  which  the  game  and  fish  populations 
inhabit.  Such  differences  are  no  different  than  those  that  may  be  found  within 
the  Forest  Service  between  single-resource  specialists.  The  Interdisciplinary 
Team  (IDT)  approach  to  planning  management  activities  is  designed  to  bring  out 
and  resolve  these  very  differences.  See  Phase  II  documents  for  additional 
details. 


12.  CPA:  The  areas  within  a VCU  which  are  used  by  subsistence 

hunters,  trappers,  fishermen,  etc.  should  be  indicated  and 
specifically  how  proposed  logging  of  those  areas  will  affect 
subsistence  use. 

Response : (IID12) . See  Response  IID1. 

13.  PFC.  The  SDEIS  does  not  admit  the  effects  of  past  timber  harvest 
on  subsistence  which  have  been  cited  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game. 

Response : (IID13).  The  cumulative  effects  analysis  in  Phase  II  includes 

past  and  presently  planned  timber  harvest  activities.  See  Response  IIC1. 


14.  CPA.  The  SDEIS  ignores  how  roading,  coupled  with  loss  of  deer 
habitat  as  a result  of  logging,  produces  a "double- whammy”  on 
subsistence. 

Response : (IID14).  See  Responses  IIC1  and  IID1. 


15.  ATC:  Looks  forward  to  subsistence  analysis,  plans  for  mitigation 

and  subsistence  hearings  dates. 

Response : (IID15) . As  part  of  the  Phase  II  analysis,  subsistence  hearings 

were  held  in  several  communities  in  Southeast  Alaska.  The  information  from 
these  hearings  was  considered  in  developing  a final  decision  in  this 
Supplementation  process . 
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16.  ATC:  In  order  to  understand  subsistence  and  consequences 

resulting  from  land  management  decisions,  the  SDEIS  should  analyze 
cumulative  regional  subsistence  effects,  and  assess  total  cumulative 
impacts . 

Response : (IID16).  See  Responses  IIC1  and  IID1.  The  proposed  actions,  as 

stated  in  chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Needs,  does  not  deal  with  the  programmatic 
effects  of  either  both  long-term  timber  sale  contracts,  the  entire  timber  sale 
program  or  the  over-all  effect  of  the  multitude  of  management  activities  being 
conducted  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  may  have  on  subsistence.  These 
programmatic  actions  are  properly  evaluated  in  a Forest  Plan  where  Regional 
effects,  if  any,  on  subsistence  may  be  fully  evaluated.  Phase  II  displays  and 
analyzes  the  multiple  community  usage  of  various  portions  of  the  project  area. 


17*  WS:  Provide  reference  for  the  statement  that  "Hoonah  also  wishes 

to  maintain  a timber  harvest  schedule  which  would  provide  long-term 
economic  stability.” 

Response : (IID17).  See  the  1986-90  FEIS,  Volume  Ila,  Response  153 * page 

6a-265.  The  response  states,  in  part:  The  final  alternative  should  recognize, 

as  a goal,  the  need  to  plan  for  and  manage  a moderate  level  of  harvest ....  to 
provide  a stable  flow  of  timber  over  a 15-25  year  planning  horizon. 


18.  ALS,  CPA:  The  draft  does  not  analyze  the  impacts  on  subsistence 

of  any  logging  and  roading  which  will  take  place  after  1090. 

Response:  (IID18).  See  Responses  IIC1  and  IID1. 


19.  ALS:  The  SDEIS  does  not  indicate  what  standard  the  USFS  will 

apply  when  a possible  restriction  on  subsistence  triggers  the  notice 
and  hearing  procedures  of  Title  VIII  of  ANILCA. 

Response : (IID19) . Phase  II  recognizes  the  recent  decision  in  the  case  of 

Hanlon  v.  Barton,  CITATION  and  is  conducting  subsistence  analysis  accordingly. 


E.  Wildlife  and  Fish  Impacts  Analysis. 

1.  RTM:  Fisheries  have  not  been  addressed  in  the  SDEIS. 

Response : (IIE1).  The  Phase  I document  discusses  fisheries  in  Chapter  3 

to  a limited  extent.  The  Phase  II  documents  provide  site-specific  data  on 
fisheries  resources  in  certain  Analysis  Areas,  including  estimations  of  the 
average  annual  value  of  salmon  produced  by  VCU.  The  1986-90  FEIS  document 
contains  additional  information  relating  to  the  fisheries  resources  in  the 
chapters  on  Affected  Environment  and  General  Consequences. 
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2.  SCLDF,  WS:  Need  to  respond  to:  1)  1986-90  appeal  points;  2) 

quantify  impacts  on  Chichagof  brown  bears  and  do  a bear  habitat  model, 
as  for  deer,  using  the  TLMP  revision  model;  3)  show/prove  adequacy  of 
deer  habitat  model;  4)  discuss  fisheries  and  water  quality  impacts;  5) 
address  adequacy  of  our  monitoring  & mitigation  measures  - ADF&G  has 
study  faulting  it. 

Response : (IIE2).  1).  See  Response  IIB2. 

2) .  See  Phase  II  analysis  relating  to  specific 
Analysis  areas.  A bear  habitat  model  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  analysis  process  in  Phase  II. 

3) .  The  deer  model  was  developed  by  wildlife 
biologists  from  both  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  This  model  is  a version 
of  the  model  being  developed  to  assess  habitat 
capability  for  deer  in  the  revision  of  TLMP.  The 
variables  used  in  this  version  of  the  model  include 
habitat  by  volume  class  and  successional  stage, 
elevations,  effects  of  predators,  and  winter  severity. 
The  additive  effects  of  harvest  units  within  a given 
VCU  were  calculated  and  presented  in  the  Phase  II  EIS. 
The  balance  of  the  VCU  capability  in  unharvested  timber 
stands  was  also  calculated  using  the  model.  Thus, 
cumulative  changes  of  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  effects  were  calculated  and  presented  in 
Phase  II. 

4) .  See  Phase  II  site-specific  analyses. 

5) .  Refer  to  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  FEIS's  for  a more 
in-depth  discussion  of  the  standards,  guidelines,  and 
mitigation  measures  included  in  those  documents. 

Further  supplementation  of  these  measures  Is  presented 
as  part  of  Phase  II.  The  SEIS  IDT  found  that  the 
established  directions,  standards,  and  guidelines  were 
closely  followed  in  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  FEIS 
implementation.  See  Phase  I,  page  2-24. 


3.  SCLDF,  CPA.  Need  new  information  on  wildlife  such  as  baseline  and 
census  data. 

Response : (IIE3).  Phase  II  documents  include  the  most  recent  information 

regarding  fish  and  game  populations  and  harvest  data  that  the  Alaska  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  have. 


Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  II,  C-l,  Page  29. 


4.  NOAA,  SSF&GAC.  Need  to  discuss  riparian  vegetation  management. 


Response : (IIE4).  See  the  1986-90  FEIS,  Volume  I,  page  2-66.  For  a 

further  discussion  of  fish  habitat  management,  see  the  Forest  Service  Handbook 
2609.24,  "Aquatic  habitat  Management  Handbook",  June  1986,  which  is  part  of  the 
planning  record  for  the  1986-90  FEIS.  See  Phase  II  responses  relating  to  site 
specificity  for  specific  comments  on  how  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Units 
(AHMU)  management  approach  provides  for  the  determination  of  a site-specific 
prescription  tailored  to  fit  the  conditions  on-the-ground  while  the  NMFS  policy 
mandates  a rigid  minimum  100  foot  buffer  to  be  applied  to  all  anadromous 
streams  and  tributaries,  regardless  of  the  on-the-ground  situation. 


5.  SCLDF.  Need  new  data  on  wildlife  populations,  harvest  levels, 
sensitivity  to  disturbance. 

Response : (IIE5).  See  Response  IIE3. 

6.  SCLDF,  SSF&GAC,  COTS.  Brown  bear  and  fish  populations  and  habitat 
needs . 

Response : (IIE6) . See  Phase  II  site-specific  analyses  and  original  FEIS 

documents . 


7.  CPA,  COTS.  Lack  any  discussion  on  fish  stream  impacts. 

Response : (IIE7).  See  Phase  II  site-specific  analyses  and  original  FEIS 

documents.  See  Response  IIE1. 


8.  NOAA.  Include  pink  salmon  and  their  habitats — more  discussion  of 
habitats  of  commercially  important  species. 

Response : (IIE8).  See  Phase  II  analyses  and  original  FEIS  documents. 

9.  SCLDF.  Questions  deer  numbers  for  East  Kuiu  (too  high) -need  to 
get  and  use  actual  census  numbers. 

Response:  (IIE9).  We  agree  that  the  figure  is  too  high  for  the  number  of 

deer  now  inhabiting  Kuiu  Island.  The  number  being  questioned  is  the  number 
portraying  the  population  of  deer  that  could  be  supported  by  the  available 
habitat.  However,  due  to  several  severe  winters,  some  of  which  occurred  during 
the  1968-72  period  followed  by  winters  such  as  1982,  combined  with  poaching  and 
predation,  the  current  deer  populations  on  Kuiu  Island  are  much  less  than  the 
number  that  could  live  there. 


Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  II,  C-l,  Page  30 . 


10.  SCLDF,  JM,  WS.  Table  4-7  needs  to  cite  source.  If  its  the  same 
deer  habitat  mode  as  for  1986-90,  then  its  invalid.  If  it  is  a new 
model,  it  needs  to  be  subject  to  analysis  and  scrutiny. 

Response ; (IIE10).  See  Chapter  4,  page  4-32  regarding  the  model  used  in 

Draft  Phase  I.  The  deer  model  used  for  1986-90  has  not  been  proven  invalid 
through  either  the  appeal  process  or  litigation.  The  model  used  in  Phase  I is 
a draft  model  developed  jointly  by  wildlife  biologists  from  both  the  Forest 
Service  and  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  The  draft  model  is  still  in 
the  process  of  final  verification,  validation,  and  scientific  review.  Lack  of 
such  final  review  does  not  render  the  model  invalid.  See  Response  IIE2  and  the 
Phase  II  discussion  of  Data  Adequacy  and  Use  of  Models. 


11.  SCLDF.  Data  are  only  a rework  of  1986-90.  Graphs  should  show 
past,  present,  and  proposed  harvest  together,  rather  than  showing 
isolated  proposed. 

Response : (IIE11).  See  Phase  II  displays  where  this  is  done. 

12.  JM,  CPA.  Need  to  analyze  deer  winter  habitats  and  populations 
after  a severe  winter. 

Response:  (IIE12).  See  the  Habitat  Capability  Model  for  Sitka  Blacktailed 

Deer  in  Appendix  H of  the  Draft  Phase  I document.  Table  3 of  the  model  gives 
coefficients  for  various  combinations  of  habitat  characteristics  and  winter 
conditions.  See  the  Phase  II  discussion  of  Data  Adequacy  and  Use  of  Models. 
(See  also.  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  E-l) 

13.  CPA.  Need  to  do  comparisons  based  on  volume  not  only  acres. 
Tables  need  to  show  volume,  location  and  comparative  values  of  those 
acres  to  wildlife. 

Response : (IIE13).  Displays  found  in  Phase  II  documents  show  past, 

presently  planned  and  proposed  harvest  acreage  by  volume  class  and  by  habitat. 


14.  JM.  Need  to  have  discussion/analysis  of  forest  habitat  and  how 
it  varies  over  contract  area. 

Response : (IIE14).  See  Response  IIE12  regarding  the  deer  model 

coefficients  for  various  forest  habitat  conditions  on  various  aspects  and 
elevations . 


15.  JM,  WS.  Address  accuracy  of  deer  population  numbers.  Phase  II 
should  show  population  effects,  not  only  habitat  ones. 

Response:  (IIE15).  See  Response  IIE2,  IIE3,  and  IIE9.  See  Phase  II 

documents  for  effects  on  populations. 
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16.  JM.  Carrying  capacity  over  large  area  does  not  reflect 
site-specific  differences.  (Duplicate). 

Response:  (IIE16).  See  Response  IID2. 


17.  JM.  Need  to  look  at  long-term  estimates  of  deer  habitat  (life  of 
contract)  to  see  what  effects  all  the  cutting  will  have. 

Response : (IIE17).  See  Response  IIC1.  The  NEPA  requirement  for  analysis 

of  reasonably  foreseeable  and  cumulative  effects  relates  to  the  longer-term 
effects  of  the  proposed  actions.  Some  people  feel  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  effects  should  also  include  site-specific  data  regarding  actions  not 
being  proposed  at  the  present  time,  but  at  some  time  in  the  future.  Although 
such  future  projections  might  be  made  using  a MELP-type  database  analysis,  the 
likelihood  of  such  a projection  actually  happening  is  very  speculative  because 
of  legal  direction  to  revise  Forest  Plans  every  10  to  15  years.  As  TLMP  is  in 
this  revision  process  at  this  very  time,  there  is  even  greater  likelihood  that 
such  projections,  as  based  on  the  TLMP  now  in  effect,  would  be  even  more 
speculative. 


18.  WS.  Need  to  address  wildlife  habitat  retention  consistent  with 
TLMP.  Use  KPC  1989_9^  as  model  to  display  wildlife  habitat. 

Response:  (IIE18).  The  "Tongass  Land  Management  Plan,  Amended  Winter 

1985-86,  Appendix  D",  contains  a detailed  discussion  of  Retention.  This 
Appendix  describes  procedures  for  implementing  wildlife  and  fisheries 
retention.  Appendix  D contains  a key  statement  that  says,  in  part,  that  the 
objective  is  to:  ....manage  key  areas  of  essential  habitat  for  wildlife  and 
fish  species,  primarily  old-growth  forest,  within  areas  that  would  otherwise 
meet  timber  scheduling  criteria".  The  1986-90  FEIS  designated  site-specific 
areas,  located  on  maps  and  therefore  locatable  on  the  ground,  that  were  to  be 
managed  with  the  following  prescription: 

"No  Harvest"  or  other  appropriate  prescriptions  to  maintain  old  growth 
habitat  conditions  will  apply  during  the  1986-90  operating  period, 
unless  the  stated  management  direction  is  modified  after  further  NEPA 
analysis  and  public  disclosure." 

The  Supplementation  of  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  FEIS  documents  was  not  intended 
to  bring  such  documents  up  to  the  "state  of  the  art"  as  may  be  found  in  newer 
documents.  The  procedures  used  to  designate  wildlife  habitat  have  not  been 
found  to  be  flawed  in  these  documents. 


19.  JM.  Need  to  specify  duration  and  habitat  quality. 

Response : (IIE19).  The  areas  of  identified  habitat  are  expected  to  retain 

their  existing  quality  into  the  foreseeable  future,  barring  acts  of  nature  or 
changes  in  land  management  policies  necessitated  by  unknown  future  changes  in 
public  opinion  or  needs  of  goods  and  products  from  the  National  Forests.  As  no 
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forest  is  static,  one  will  expect  changes  to  occur  naturally  over  time. 
Prediction  of  such  changes  would  be  theoretical,  at  best,  and  would  provide  no 
known  meaningful  display  of  data  that  would  be  useable  in  deciding  the  decision 
at  hand.  See  also  Response  IIE18. 


20.  JM,  WS.  Define  and  explain  relationships  between  old  growth 
habitat,  forested  habitat,  winter  range  and  "deer  winter  range". 

Response : (IIE20).  See  the  Glossary  in  Draft  Phase  I (or  Glossary  in 

FEIS)  for  the  definitions  of  old  growth  habitat,  forested  habitat,  and  deer 
winter  range.  The  definition  of  "winter  range"  is  the  same  as  for  "deer  winter 
range" . 

Forested  habitat  includes  all  areas  with  forest  cover,  while  old  growth  habitat 
is  a part  of  forested  habitat  and  "deer  winter  range"  is  that  part  of  old 
growth  habitat  having  the  characteristics  of  deer  winter  range. 


21.  JM.  Show  distribution  of  habitats  and  how  much  winter  range  is 
to  be  maintained  over  time. 

Response : (IIE21).  See  Phase  II  documents.  Chapter  4,  Environmental 

Consequences  for  site-specific  information  on  a VCU  by  VCU  basis.  Maps  of  the 
distribution  of  habitat  are  a part  of  the  planning  record  and  are  available  for 
review  by  the  public. 


22.  JM,  WS.  Address  deer  model.  Does  it  only  look  at  "best  case"? 
There  is  predation  that  was  not  considered. 

Response:  (IIE22).  Draft  Phase  I,  Chapter  4,  page  4-32,  discusses  the 

deer  model.  See  Draft  Phase  II  Appendix  C-4  for  discussion  of  predation. 


23.  DOI.  Need  to  evaluate  cumulative  effects  of  new  logging  roads  on 
brown  bear  and  hunter  harvest  patterns  in  Hoonah  area. 

Response : (IIE23).  See  Phase  II  analyses. 

24.  WS,  CPA.  What  are  the  pink  areas  on  the  maps  and  how  were  they 
identified? 

Response : (IIE24).  See  map  legends  in  Draft  Phase  I,  Chapter  4.  The 

"pink  areas"  are  the  areas  identified  in  the  1986-90  FEIS  that  were  to  be 
managed  to  provide  old  growth  habitat  conditions.  See  Response  IIE18. 
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F.  Cultural  Resources. 


1.  SCLDF.  Cultural  Resource  Surveys  and  Impact  Assessments  need 
updating.  Sites  need  to  be  identified  and  mapped.  Need  to  do  surveys 
and  display  results  in  SEIS. 

Response:  (IIF1).  The  Draft  Phase  I (Chapter  3.  page  22)  document  states: 

Cultural  resources  include  evidence  of  past  human  activities,  dating 
from  the  first  habitation  of  Southeast  Alaska.  A literature  and 
records  search  was  conducted  to  determine  known  cultural  resources. 
Field  surveys  were  conducted  to  discover  new  cultural  sites.  Within 
the  existing  boundaries  of  the  APc  Contract  Area,  286  known  cultural 
resource  sites  exist.  The  findings  are  presented  in  Figure  3_5*  The 
primary  sources  of  this  information  are  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  the  Alaska  Heritage  Resource  Survey,  and  field 
surveys  conducted  between  197^  and  1986. 

There  are  maps  displaying  this  information  but  such  information  is  not 
available  for  public  review  in  order  to  decrease  the  risk  of  theft  or  vandalism 
of  the  cultural  resource. 


G.  Permits  and  licenses. 

1.  SCLDF.  Need  to  explicitly  describe  and  analyze  all  permits  and 
licenses.  Why  does  it  take  so  long  to  get  permits? 

Response : (IIG1).  "Permits  and  licenses"  are  found  in  Draft  Phase  I, 

Chapter  1,  page  5*  Details  of  the  various  permits  and  licenses  may  be  found  in 
the  planning  record.  It  is  not  feasible  to  describe  and  analyze  all  of  the 
various  permits  which  are  a necessary  part  of  timber  harvest  operations.  To  do 
so  would  diminish  the  meaningfulness  of  this  document. 

The  permits  and  licenses  are  issued  by  various  state  and  federal  agencies. 
Process-wise,  getting  a log  transfer  facility  (LTF)  permit  involves  tasks  such 
as  gathering  information  (diving,  core  sampling) , final  site  selection,  and 
final  survey  and  design.  The  application  must  then  be  tendered  to  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  which  begins  a lengthy  process,  including  public 
involvement . 

This  involvement  of  multi-agency  review  and  approval  at  both  the  federal  and 
state  levels,  particularly  for  structures  such  as  LTF’s,  creates  a very  lengthy 
application  and  approval  period.  A LTF  permit  will  involve  the  timber  sale 
purchaser.  Forest  Service,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA) , National  Marine  Fisheries  (NMFS) , and  various  State  of 
Alaska  offices  such  as  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (DEC), 
Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G) , and  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
(DNR) , as  examples. 
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H.  Monitoring  and  Mitigation. 

1.  SCLDF.  Need  to  discuss  ADF&G  Report  No.  86-1  and  our  own  efforts 

in  both  Phase  I and  II  (varying  levels  of  detail). 

Response : (IIH1).  This  report  is  titled,  "A  Review  of  Measures 
Implemented  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to  Protect  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources 
of  Southeast  Alaska",  by  Joesph  G.  Doerr  and  Marilyn  J.  Sigman,  Division  of 
Habitat,  March  1986.  The  objective  of  this  l6l  page  report  was  to  review  those 
measures  that  have  been  included  in  NEPA  documents  by  the  Forest  Service 
between  1979  and  1985  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  It  should  be 
noted  there  was  no  field  review  undertaken  in  the  preparation  of  this  report 
(pg  1 of  the  report) . 

This  report  contains  an  excellent  display  of  the  activities  relating  to  various 
measures  being  planned  for  implementation  by  the  Forest  Service  on  a large 
cross-section  of  37  timber  sales  located  across  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 

Individuals  have  misconstrued  the  findings  of  this  report,  which  indicates  that 
many  planned  monitoring  activities  have  not  been  accomplished,  as  a failure  of 
the  monitoring  process.  An  unbiased  review  of  this  document  will  show  that 
many  of  the  planned  monitoring  activities  reviewed  by  Doerr  and  Sigman  had  not 
been  implemented  because  many  of  the  sales  reviewed  had  never  been  sold  or,  if 
sold,  had  little  or  no  harvest  activities  accomplished  by  the  time  of  the 
office  review  that  resulted  in  this  report. 

Many  of  the  mitigation  measures  have  been  used  for  years  and  their 
effectiveness  has  been  adequately  demonstrated.  Others  which  may  not  have  a 
long  history  of  implementation  represents  best  estimates  of  measures  which  are 
likely  to  be  effective.  Doerr  and  Sigman  has  a general  listing  of  mitigation 
measures  that  have  been  implemented  on  various  timber  sales  beginning  on  page 
134.  This  listing  shows  that  mitigation  measures  found  in  the  1981-86  and 
1986-90  FEIS's  have  been  widely  accepted  on  other  sales  on  other  areas  of  the 
Forest. 

A detailed  discussion  of  Standards  and  Guidelines,  Monitoring  and  Mitigation 
Measures  may  be  found  in  the  1986-90  FEIS,  Volume  I,  beginning  on  page  2-66. 
Also  see  Phase  II  documents  for  additional  discussion  and  directions  relating 
to  this  issue. 


2.  SCLDF.  Need  to  address  changes  in  plans  after  the  final  NEPA 
document . 

Response : (IIH2) . The  decisions  to  change  the  unit  boundaries  results 

from  on-the-ground  implementation  of  the  Records  of  Decision  and  location  of 
the  harvest  unit  as  planned  on  the  site-specific  field  unit  cards.  Harvest 
units  are  not  moved. 
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3.  JM.  Need  to  display  measures  used  to  mitigate. 


Response : (IIH3).  See  existing  1986-90  FEIS,  Volume  I,  Subsection  2c, 

page  2-66  and  Volume  III,  Appendix  C.  Also  see  Phase  II  documents,  Chapter  4, 
Mitigation. 


4.  JM.  Need  more  than  a summary  of  standards  and  guidelines. 

Response:  (IIH4).  This  comment  is  directed  at  a summary  statement 

relating  to  the  contents  of  Chapter  2.  Please  review  the  existing  NEPA 
documents  related  to  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  PEIS' s for  detailed  discussions  of 
Standards  and  Guidelines. 


5.  JM.  Monitoring  should  address  whether  it's  applied  and  whether 
it's  successful. 

Response : (IIH5).  See  Response  IIH1. 


6.  JM.  Need  to  summarize,  indicate,  refer  to  modifications  made  at 
field  level — monitoring  information  made  available. 

Response : (IIH6).  See  Response  IIH1. 


I.  Inconsistent  Analysis. 

1.  SCLDF.  At  one  point  new  camp  is  barrier  but  in  another  section  it 
makes  no  difference. 

Response : (III1).  The  reason  a new  logging  camp  is  a constraint  in  one 

situation  and  not  another  is  the  availability  of  timber  and  ability  to  tie 
transportation  systems  together.  The  timber  available  in  other  South  Kuiu 
VCU's  does  not  justify  the  cost  of  development  of  camps  at  this  time.  Timber 
harvest  in  VCU's  other  than  4l6,  417.  4l8  and  419  would  best  be  done  by  small 
operations  from  small  camps.  It  is  difficult  at  best  to  tie  transportation 
systems  together  in  other  South  Kuiu  VCU's,  hence  large  scale  operations  are 
limited. 


J.  Affected  environment. 

1.  SCLDF.  Need  new  information,  not  just  a rehash  of  prior  EIS's 
information  which  has  been  shown  faulty. 

Response:  (IIJ1).  Phase  II  will  provide  additional  information. 
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K.  Roading. 

1.  SCLDF.  Need  to  analyze  the  40  miles  of  road  built  since  12/31/86, 
separately,  and  as  part  of  cumulative  past  and  future  road  networks. 

Response : (IIK1).  See  Phase  II  documents  and  parent  FEIS  for  cumulative 

effects  analysis.  Roads  are  merely  the  means  by  which  hunters  access  areas 
where  they  kill  deer  and  bear.  It  is  the  hunters,  by  their  activities,  who 
take  animals  that  otherwise  might  not  be  taken.  Hunting  is  an  activity  on  the 
National  Forests  which  is  regulated  by  laws  and  regulations  developed  by  the 
state  in  which  the  national  forest  is  located.  It  is  the  function  of  the  state 
resource  managers  to  make  adjustments  to  their  regulations  to  promote  the 
conservation  of  the  fish  and  game  populations  inhabiting  the  National  Forests. 
This  is  exactly  what  happened  when  the  State  of  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  changed  the  hunting  regulations  in  the  Hoonah  area. 


L.  Activities  on  Adjacent  Lands. 

1.  SCLDF.  Discussion  in  Chapter  4 of  native  logging  and  its  impacts 
on  National  Forest  land  is  inadequate.  How  does  nearby  native  logging 
affect  suitability  on  Phase  II  areas? 

Response : (IIL1).  See  Phase  II  analysis. 


M.  Economic  Analysis. 

1.  WS,  NOAA,  COTS.  Need  "separate  and  equal"  analysis  of  economics 
of  timber,  fish,  subsistence,  and  tourism. 

Response : (IIM1).  See  Phase  II  documents. 


2.  JM.  Need  to  clarify  and  analyze  relationship  between  logs  and 
cants.  Are  they  complimentary  or  substitute  products? 

Response : (IIM2).  Unprocessed  logs  remain  the  preferred  product.  See 

Chapter  3 in  Phase  II  documents  for  tables  displaying  relative  volumes  and 
values  of  cants  and  logs.  One  will  note  that  as  demand  goes  up,  both  products 
reflect  complimentary  increases  in  both  volume  and  value  relative  to  the 
overall  increase  in  demand.  It  is  anticipated  that,  as  production  of  logs  from 
harvest  activities  on  private  lands  declines  in  the  near  future,  there  will  be 
a reduction  in  the  volume  of  logs  sold  with  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  cants 
and  lumber,  with  both  still  reflective  of  the  overall  market  demand.  This  will 
be  the  reverse  of  the  pattern  that  occurred  beginning  in  1979_80  when  the 
volume  of  cants  decreased  as  the  availability  of  unprocessed  logs  from  private 
lands  increased. 
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3.  JM.  Need  to  establish  price/quantity  relationship. 

Response:  (IIM3).  See  Response  IIA1.  There  is  no  need  for  this 

information  as  substitution  of  volume  is  not  an  option  being  considered. 


4.  JM.  Need  up-to-date  and  more  information  on  product  values. 

Response : (IIM4).  See  Phase  II  documents.  Chapter  3.  for  volume  and  value 

information  through  1988. 


5.  JM.  table  needed  with  value  and  quantity  of  log,  chip,  lumber, 
and  pulp  exports  from  1977  through  1988. 

Response : (IIM5).  See  Response  IIM4. 

6.  JM.  Break  out  Japan  housing  starts. 

Response : (IIM6).  See  Phase  II,  Chapter  3 for  this  information. 

7.  JM.  Update  Alaska  pulp  market  share  to  1988. 

Response : (IIM7).  This  information  does  not  appear  relevant  to  deciding 

the  decision  at  hand. 


8.  WS.  Need  to  clarify  that  Japan  is  big  market  (pg  3“10) . 

Response:  (IIM8).  It  is  acknowledged  that  Japan,  and  other  Far  East 

countries  of  the  Pacific  Rim  market,  compose  a large  market  area  for  timber  and 
other  natural  resource  products  such  as  fish  that  are  produced  in  the  State  of 
Alaska. 


9-  WS.  Need  to  tell  what  exports  were  from  Southeast  Alaska  and  then 
from  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 

Response : (IIM9) . See  Phase  II,  Chapter  3 and  supporting  documents  such 

as  the  Timber  Supply  and  Demand  Draft  1988  Report  included  as  part  of  the 
planning  record. 


N.  Log  Transfer  Facilities. 

1.  DOI.  Development  of  new  LTF's  requires  additional  analysis  and 
Phase  I database  is  insufficient  for  this. 

Response : (IIN1).  See  Phase  II  analysis.  This  is  also  one  of  the  reason 

some  Analysis  Areas  were  not  recommended  for  the  Phase  II  analysis. 
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2.  DOI,  NOAA.  Include  Alaska  Timber  Task  Force  guidelines  in 
Appendix  G and  include  the  discussion  of  criteria. 

Response : (IIN2).  The  Alaska  Timber  Task  Force  Guidelines  are  in  the 

planning  record. 


3.  DOI.  Analysis  of  alternative  LTF's,  especially  Chatham’s  is 
inadequate.  The  analysis  should  be  more  like  the  Stikine  Area's. 

Response : (IIN3).  Appendix  G is  not  an  analysis  of  alternative  LTF's.  It 

is  an  evaluation  of  existing  and  previously  planned  but  not  constructed  LTF's. 
Phase  II  will  use  the  Guidelines  for  a detailed  review  of  each  alternative  LTF 
being  proposed  in  the  Phase  II  analysis. 


4.  DOI.  New  information  in  USFS  publication,  "Relationship  Between 
Bark  Loss  and  Log  Transfer  Methods",  needs  to  be  considered. 

Response : (IIN4).  Phase  II  analyses  will  consider  this  document. 

5.  DOI.  Analysis  of  new  False  Bay  LTF  needs  to  be  included  in 
evaluation . 

Response : (IIN5).  The  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  False  Bay  and  the 

Seal  Creek  LTF's  are  included  in  Phase  II  documents  for  Analysis  Area  3* 


6.  NOAA.  Clarify  what  "yes"  and  "no"  evaluation  mean  in  Appendix  G. 

Response;  (IIN6) . This  is  a work  document  and  respondent  is  correct  that 
"yes"  and  "no"  comments  are  not  clear.  They  refer  to  how  the  evaluation 
responds  to  the  ATTF  guidelines.  For  example:  On  page  G-l  the  "NO"  for  SI  means 
that  there  are  no  anadromous  streams  within  300  feet  of  the  project.  On  the 
same  page  the  "YES"  for  S5  means  the  project  meets  the  ATTF  guidelines  listed. 

7.  COTS.  Clarify  what  standard  for  petroleum  discharge  means  (see  L 
"Operating  Guides"  and  oil  spill  cleanup,  records,  and  reports. 

Response:  (IIN7).  C-9,  Control  of  Hydrocarbons  deals  with  the  discharges 

which  result  from  the  normal  operation  of  machinery  in  and  near  the  water.  All 
machines  produce  petroleum  products  in  the  form  of  exhaust  products  and  from 
leakage.  These  discharges  cannot  be  eliminated  but  can  be  minimized  by  proper 
maintenance  and  operation.  Monitoring  and  recording  sightings  of  oil  sheens, 
etc.,  will  provide  an  indication  that  the  possibility  of  a more  severe 
situation  may  be  developing.  Preventive  maintenance  can  then  reduce  or  remove 
this  risk. 
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III.  A.  Writing  and  clarity  of  the  SEIS. 

1.  SCLDF,  JM.  Need  to  explain  the  parameters/constraints  on  SEIS  at 
its  start  and  explain  how  it  fits  in  with  the  TLMP  revision.  Address 
whether  SEIS  gives  management  direction  for  the  first  five  years  of 
the  TLMP  revision. 

Response:  (IIIA1).  The  SEIS  is  not  linked  formally  to  the  on-going 

revision  of  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan.  On  a different  level,  however, 
there  will  be  opportunities  to  share  information  which  is  being  developed  by 
both  actions.  For  example,  certain  information  on  subsistence  will  be 
available  for  analysis  in  the  TLMP  revision  process. 

The  SEIS  is  tiered  to  TLMP  Amended,  Winter  1985-86.  This  is  the  approved 
forest  plan  and  will  be  in  effect  until  final  approval  of  the  revised  Tongass 
Land  Management  Plan  sometime  in  the  future.  The  draft  revised  TLMP  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  December  1989  with  the  final  revised  TLMP  being 
approved  sometime  after  that.  The  SEIS  effort  will  apply  through  December  31. 
1990. 


2.  SCLDF.  Need  to  more  fully  expound  on  why  areas  were  eliminated 
from  detailed  evaluation,  not  to  simply  state  "logical  constraints". 
SCLDF  alleges  five  unstated  and  unexplained  assumptions  lie  behind  the 
Phase  I analysis. 

Response:  (IIIA2).  See  Responses  IA1,  IB7,  IB8,  IIA1,  IIA2,  IIA4,  IIA5, 

IIA11,  IIA12,  IIA19,  and  IIA20.  The  reasoning  that  went  into  the  Phase  I 
analysis  has  been  explained  in  the  Phase  I document. 


3.  SCLDF.  Desires  that  the  alleged  assumptions  be  brought  out  into 
the  open  and  discussed. 

Response : (IIIA3) . See  Response  IIIA2. 

4.  SCLDF.  Explain  why  it  takes  so  long  for  permits  from  LTF's  and 
distinguish  new  site  and  reactivated  site. 

Response : (IIIA4).  See  Response  IIG1.  A new  LTF  site  is  one  where  no  LTF 

has  ever  been  in  operation.  A reactivated  site  is  one  where  some  type  of  LTF 
has  been  built  and  operated  in  the  past.  Remnants  of  the  LTF  may  or  may  not  be 
visible  on  the  ground. 


5.  SCLDF.  Explain  "uneconomical"  as  reason  for  not  considering  an 
area  further. 

Response:  (IIIA5).  See  Response  IIA8  regarding  "high-grading"  and 

Response  IIB8  regarding  "uneconomical". 
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6.  SCLDF.  Need  to  clarify  that  Chapter  2 quotes  prior  EIS’s. 

Response : (IIIA6).  See  Draft  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  page  3.  that  states,  in 

part: 

"This  section  quotes  directly  from  the  1981-86  FEIS..." 
and,  on  page  2-11,  that  says: 

"Review  of  the  1986-90  EIS ". 


7.  SCLDF.  USFS  needs  to  bring  these  (alleged)  "assumptions"  out  in 
the  open  and  discuss  them.  (This  is  a duplicate  of  IIIA3)> 

Response : (IIIA7).  See  Response  IIIA3. 

8.  SCLDF.  SEIS  should  cover  all  Analysis  Areas  as  it  has  the  ones 
here  (the  ones  for  inclusion  in  Phase  II)  to  at  least  the  same  degree 
of  detail. 

Response : (IIIA8) . See  Response  IIA10. 


9-  SCLDF.  Why  does  SEIS  provide  550.3  MMBF  when  contract  only 
guarantees  525  MMBF  per  operating  period? 

Response:  (IIIA9).  The  SEIS  effort  does  not  provide  550.3  MMBF.  The 

January  4,  1985  Agreement  established  that  not  less  than  700  MMBF  of  sawlog 
volume  be  appraised  for  the  1986-90  Operating  Period.  There  was  actually  697 
MMBF  appraised  which  consisted  of  both  carryover  and  volume  cleared  under  the 
1986-90  FEIS.  The  SEIS  process  is  to  complete  a supplemental  NEPA  analysis 
that  will  provide  a minimum  of  229.9  MMBF.  See  Appendix  B in  Draft  Phase  II 
documents  (See  also.  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  F)  and  expanded 
discussion  in  Final  Phase  I.  See  also  Response  IIB3. 


10  and  11.  SCLDF.  Explain/ justify  the  timber  yield  values  assigned 
to  each  area  and  the  allocations  of  timber  between  them. 

Response : (IIIA10  and  IIIA11).  The  volume  "now  available"  is  the  volume 

cleared  through  various  EIS's  that  has  been  determined  by  the  court  to  not  need 
supplemental  NEPA  analysis.  The  estimated  output  volumes  was  developed  by 
analyzing  each  Analysis  Area  to  determine  its  potential  to  provide  volume  for 
the  balance  of  the  plan  period.  The  range  of  volumes  displayed  for  each 
Analysis  Area  reflect  this  potential.  A Multi-entry  Layout  Process  (MELP)  was 
used  to  determine  this  range  of  volumes. 
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12.  JM.  Clarify  for  the  1981-86  when  APC  used  other  sources  of 
timber  and  the  Forest  Service  waived  the  70%  requirement  of  the 
contract.  Is  the  70  % requirement  tied  to  the  National  Forest  System, 
the  Tongass  National  Forest,  or  the  APC  contract  area? 

Response:  (IIIA12).  The  January  4,  1985  Agreement  waived  the  70% 

requirement  by  establishing  29%  as  the  percentage  of  volume  to  be  cut  from  the 
APC  Contract  Area  for  the  1981-86  Operating  Period.  The  70%  requirement 
applies  to  the  APC  Contract  Area.  See  Responses  IIB1,  IIB3,  and  IIB5. 


13.  SCLDF.  The  text  with  tables  in  Chapter  3 needs  to  explain  how 
much  of  an  area  has  been,  is  being,  and  could  be  logged  under  each 
alternative  being  considered  in  Phase  II. 

Response : (IIIA13).  See  Phase  II  analyses. 

14.  SCLDF.  Set  forth  clearly  the  Phase  II  alternatives. 

Response : (IIIA14).  See  the  Phase  II  documents  for  various  Phase  II 

alternatives. 


15.  JM.  Use  of  tiering  makes  it  so  that  too  much  is  omitted  which 
makes  it  too  difficult  to  piece  all  the  documents  together. 

Response:  (IIIA15).  See  Response  IB5. 

16.  CPA,  LE.  DSEIS  is  too  voluminous  for  the  actual  content  it 
provides . 

Response : (IIIA16).  In  review  of  other  comments,  there  appears  to  be  an 

opinion  that  not  enough  information  was  provided  in  the  Phase  I document. 


17.  JM.  Need  consistent  and  correlated  references  to  the  1981-86  and 
1986-90  alternatives. 

Response : (IIIA17).  Comments  noted. 

18.  JM.  WS.  Need  to  explicitly  define  CFL. 

Response:  (IIIA18).  For  a detailed  definition  of  CFL,  see  the  Glossary 

for  the  1986-90  FEIS,  Volume  III,  pg  GL-2. 


19.  LE.  DEIS  lacks  flow  of  thoughts.  Nothing  binds  it  together. 
Response:  (IIIA19).  See  Responses  IA1  and  IB5. 
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20.  SSF&GAC.  SEIS  is  not  readable  for  general  public. 


Response : (IIIA20) . Se  Responses  IA1  and  IB5. 


21.  JM.  Clarify  how  the  1947  Act  and  the  50-year  contracts  are 
background . 

Response : (IIIA21).  Review  of  the  General  Terms  of  the  Ketchikan  Pulp 

Company  Agreement  shows  the  following: 

"The  parties  entering  into  this  Agreement  pursuant  to  the... Act  of 
August  8,  1947. . . " 


and 

Review  of  the  General  Terms  of  the  Alaska  Lumber  and  Pulp  Company  contract 
shows  the  following: 

"...the  Forest  Service  agrees  to  sell,  pursuant  to... the  Act  of  August 

8,  1947..." 

"Pursuant"  as  defined  in  Black's  Law  Dictionary  is  "to  carry  out  in  accordance 
with" . 

The  Act  of  August  8,  1947  is  known  as  the  Tongass  Timber  Act.  The  Act 
describes  itself  as  "A  joint  resolution  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  sell  timber  within  the  Tongass  National  Forest". 


22.  JM,  WS.  Identify  areas  in  Table  3“3  by  geographic  name,  not  just 
VCU  number  and  separate  planned  versus  constructed  road  mileage. 
Reference  to  unit  numbers  alone  is  meaningless  without  a map. 

Response : (IIIA22).  As  VCU's  are  the  basic  planning  units  of  TLMP  and  as 

geographic  names  are  meaningless  descriptors  without  identifiable  boundaries, 
geographic  names  are  of  only  interest  and  are  not  useful  as  site-specific 
planning  tools.  Maps  provided  with  Draft  Phase  I are  annotated  with  VCU 
boundaries  and  numbers.  Also,  maps  with  VCU  boundaries  don  not  usually  have 
the  geographic  names  of  the  VCU.  This  table  is  revised  in  the  Final  Phase  I 
document  to  show  road  construction  status. 


23.  JM.  All  the  tables  in  all  the  Analysis  Areas  need  to  be 
consistent. 

Response:  (IIIA23).  You  are  correct.  The  Final  Phase  I will  try  to 

clarify  the  content  of  each  table. 
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24.  JM.  Is  Alternative  J really  the  best  one  to  use  in  summarizing 
remaining  harvest  units? 

Response:  (IIIA24).  As  Alternative  J,  as  modified  by  the  ROD,  is  the 

alternative  selected  for  the  1986-90  Operating  Period  and  contains  the  majority 
of  acres  remaining  unharvested,  there  is  no  other  better  alternative  to  use. 


25.  WS.  Define  the  term  "practical  timber". 

Response : (IIIA25).  "Practical  timber"  is  timber  which  is  capable  of 

being  harvested  within  the  time  remaining  in  the  1986-90  Operating  Period. 


26.  WS.  Tables  are  missing  for  some  Analysis  Areas. 

Response:  (IIIA26).  See  Response  IIIA23. 

27.  WS.  Clarify,  define  and  consistently  use  the  terms:  "not 
considered",  "non-deferred" , "partially  deferred",  "NOI  deferred", 

"ROD  postponed",  and  "Notice  of  Intent  Non-deferred". 

Response : (IIIA27).  Definitions  of  the  above  phrases,  some  of  which  may 

be  found  in  the  Glossary  of  Phase  I,  are  as  follows: 

1.  ROD  postponed:  Timber  harvest  and/or  road  construction  in  these  VCU's 

was  postponed  by  the  1986-90  Record  of  Decision. 

2.  Notice  of  Intent:  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to  produce  an  EIS  Supplement 

to  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statements 
for  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  (formerly  the  Alaska  Lumber  and  Pulp 
Company).  The  NOI  was  signed  on  September  30,  1987 • Includes  list  of 
VCU's  in  which  activities  will  continue  during  the  SEIS  effort  and  a list 
of  VCU's  where  no  further  implementation  of  existing  decisions  will  occur 
during  the  SEIS  effort. 

3.  Deferred  VCU's:  (Also  known  as  NOI  deferred  VCU's).  A deferred  VCU  is 
one  in  which  further  road  construction  and/or  timber  harvest  activity  would 
be  deferred  until  the  SEIS  effort  is  completed  as  required  by  the  Court. 

4.  Non-deferred  VCU's:  (Also  known  as  NOI  non-deferred  VCU's).  These  are 

VCU's  in  which  road  construction  and/or  timber  harvest  activities  may 
continue  to  occur  without  further  NEPA  analysis  during  the  SEIS  effort. 

5.  Partially  deferred  VCU's:  Those  VCU's  such  as  VCU  204  and  4 19  that 

were  divided  with  specific  portions  of  the  VCU  being  either  deferred  or 
non-deferred  by  the  NOI. 
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28.  WS.  Define  "serialized”. 


Response:  (IIIA28).  The  word  "serialized"  is  used  in  the  1981-86  FEIS, 

page  45-46,  to  describe  the  prioritization  of  entry  into  proposed  harvest  units 
to  meet  volume  commitments  for  the  1981-86  Operating  Period.  "Serialized"  or 
"serialized  units"  is  defined  in  the  Glossary  which  states: 

"Units  which,  while  covered  by  an  EIS,  are  not  appraised  but  are  reserved. 
If,  because  of  changed  market  conditions,  not  enough  appraised  timber  is 
available  during  the  5_year  Operating  Period,  the  serialized  units  could  be 
made  available  (to  meet  contractual  requirements). 


29.  JM.  SEIS  needs  to  clarify:  1)  What  areas  it  is  analyzing,  2) 
What  its  cumulative  effects  analysis  covers,  and  3)  Where  in  Phase  I 
or  II  this  analysis  will  take  place. 

Response : (IIIA29).  See  Draft  Phase  I,  Chapter  2,  pages  1 and  25  for  the 

areas  being  analyzed.  See  Phase  II  for  cumulative  effects  analysis. 


30.  JM.  Need  to  directly  and  clearly  address  the  serialized  units  in 
the  SEIS. 

Response : (IIIA30).  Phase  II  site-specific  analyses  will  consider 

serialized  units,  if  any  exist  as  portions  of  viable  alternatives.  Many 
serialized  units  lie  in  areas  where  implementation  of  existing  decisions 
preclude  consideration  of  harvesting  such  serialized  units  in  the  near  future. 


31.  JM.  Need  to  clearly  address  APC  1985  Agreement  and  explain 
actions  related  to  it. 

Response : (IIIA31).  The  Agreement  was  published  as  an  Appendix.  We  would 

refer  the  commentator  to  the  Agreement  for  a complete  reference  to  the  text. 
(See  Draft  Phase  I,  Appendix  C;  and  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  F)  See 
also  Responses  IIB1  and  IIIA12. 


IV.  Opposition  to  Position. 

1.  SCLDF.  Oppose  completion  of  Kadashan  road  and  logging  of  that 
drainage . 

Response : (IVA1).  See  Phase  II  Analysis  Area  6 documents  for  the 

site-specific  consideration  of  activities  in  the  Kadashan  drainage. 
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2.  PFC.  Oppose  activity  in  Lisianski  and  hope  prior  decision  to 
defer  action  there  is  continued. 


Response:  (IVA2).  It  is  noted  that  the  Pelican  Forestry  Council  is 

opposed  to  road  construction  and  timber  harvest  in  the  Lisianski  area.  The 
Phase  II  analysis  is  not  considering  any  alternatives  that  contain  road 
construction  and/or  timber  harvest  activities  planned  for  the  Lisianski  area. 


3.  SCLDF.  There  should  be  no  logging  in  VCU's  4l6,  417,  or  4l8. 

Response : (IVA3).  See  Phase  II  Analysis  Area  12  documents  for  proposed 

road  construction  and/or  harvest  alternatives  planned  for  these  VCU's. 


4.  JS.  Wants  all  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  designated  as 
Wilderness. 

Response:  (IVA4).  This  request  was  eliminated  from  detailed  study  because 

it  cannot  be  implemented  by  the  Forest  Service  as  part  of  this  analysis.  See 
APC  1986-90  Operating  Plan  FEIS,  Volume  I,  Section  2,  page  5- 


5.  JS.  Wants  APC  contract  voided. 

Response : (IVA5) . See  Responses  IIA6,  IIA7,  and  IVA4 

6.  SSF&GAC.  Defer  East  Kuiu  Island,  Trap  Bay,  and  Kadashan  until 
Congress  deals  with  them. 

Response : (IVA6).  See  Phase  II  Analysis  Areas  6 and  12  documents  for 

proposed  road  construction  and/or  harvest  alternatives  planned  for  these  VCU's. 


7.  NOAA.  Put  LTF  elsewhere  than  Ushk  Bay  because  its  king  crab 
habitat. 

Response : (IVA7).  Analysis  Area  5,  which  includes  Ushk  Bay,  is  not  being 

further  considered  for  road  construction  and/or  timber  harvest  for  the 
remainder  of  the  1986-90  Operating  Period. 
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operating  plan  by  which  each  of  its  four  operations  provides  a 
share  of  the  volume  based  on  the  amount  of  equipment  which  that 
operator  has  available.  To  provide  a continuous  supply  of  timber 
from  its  camp,  each  operator  must  construct  sufficient  road  ahead 
of  the  timber  harvesting  operation  so  that  there  is  always  a place 
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3^ 

CO 


2 There  is  an  estimated  19  MMBF  in  North  and  South  3-Mile  q Tables  3-14,  3-15,  3-20,  3-21,  4-3  and  4-12  all  contain 

that  are  contingent  on  Forest  Service  construction.  volumes  and  acreage  that  have  been  deleted  and  need  to  be  modified 

to  represent  the  actual  volume  available. 


Mr.  Michael  Barton 

UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE 
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(pagt  4)  Second  growth  stands  (to  about  120  years  of  age)  are  characterized  by  far  (p,ge  42)  Table  3-21  should  show  VCUs  203,204,  and  211  as  NOI  deferred  The 

more  (not  fewer)  dead  and  dying  trees  than  old  growth.  -other*  category  should  be  changed  to  'not  considered" 


justification  of  current  status  in  more  realistic  terms  is  needed  (all  such  tables).  (Page  60)  Throughout  this  SEIS,  the  terms  used  to  describe  the  status  of  various 

VCUs  have  been:  "not  considered,  non-deferred,  partially  deferred,  NOI-De  ferred, 
(page  37)  Table  3-19  shows  0 road  miles  in  VCU  222.  In  fad,  there  are  roads  and  XJJT/*?  2, 7 and  ROD-Poslponed.  In  Summary  table  3-44,  there's  a new  one,  "Notice  of  Intent 

active  logging  ongoing  in  this  VCU.  Non-deferred*(??).  Keep  categories  consistent  from  table  to  table. 
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Influx  of  hunters  will  result  in  overkill  eventually  and 
leas  deer  for  subsistence  users.  This  may  not  occur  within 
the  operating  period  but  will  become  evident  later,  and  can 
certainly  be  predicted. 
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Uni  Ko-hl'T,  i:xc«  III  ivo  Director  SIV\CC  RL:RAP/Je 

1'i-n.ikii'  S|n  ifi<|s  Pish  Ami  Comp  IVvird 

h«.|i  ('■mssendorf , Alaska  Stole  Representative 

Hii  kml  |.  Eluson,  Alaska  State  Senator 


I feel  I should  write  in  referance  to  the  Forest  Services 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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Appendix  C-2 

Phase  II  Comments  and 
Forest  Service  Responses 


FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
City  of  Tenakee  Springs 
Letter  225 


225-1 

See  Theme  Response  1 regarding  timing  of  the  SEIS  and  the  abbreviated  comment  period. 
225-2 

The  SEIS  did  not  disregard  the  current  legislation  at  the  time  of  the  SEIS.  H.R.  987  had  not 
passed  before  the  SEISs  were  complete.  See  Theme  Response  2 for  information  on  H.R.  987. 
Also  see  our  response  to  Comment  234-10.  Chapter  1 of  the  Final  SEIS  has  been  updated  to 
reflect  recent  changes  in  current  legislation. 

225-3 

The  comment  points  out  map  errors  in  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  Draft  SEISs.  Please  see  the 
Final  SEIS  for  corrected  maps  for  each  Analysis  Area  and  each  alternative. 

225-4 

Alaska  yellow-cedar  comprises  four  percent  of  Volume  Class  4 lands  and  one  percent  of 
Volume  Class  5 lands  on  Baranof,  Chichagof,  and  associated  islands.  It  comprises  five  percent 
of  Volume  Class  4,  two  percent  of  Volume  Class  5,  and  one  percent  of  Volume  Class  6 on 
Kuiu  (Settlement  Agreement,  Alaska  Pulp  Company  and  United  States  of  America:  Long- 
Term  Timber  Sale  Contract  #12-11-010-1545).  This  information  may  be  cross-referenced 
to  the  volume  class  tables  in  the  DSEIS  to  calculate  acreages  of  Alaska  yellow-cedar. 

225-5 

This  comment  asks  why  more  precommercial  thinning  has  not  been  done.  Chapter  3 describes 
the  existing  environment  before  it  is  affected  by  the  alternatives.  As  stated  in  Chapter  3 page 
12,  timber  has  been  harvested  from  13,980  acres  in  Analysis  Area  6,  13,815  of  which  were 
harvested  prior  to  1981.  Precommercial  thinning  is  generally  conducted  in  second-growth 
stands  12  to  20  years  old,  but  the  overall  stand  condition  ultimately  determines  when 
precommercial  thinning  will  take  place.  Assuming  it  will  take  one  to  three  years  for  young 
trees  to  become  established  on  the  site,  the  units  harvested  between  1968  and  1976  are  eligible 
for  precommercial  thinning  in  the  next  8 years.  These  condition  of  these  units  will  be 
evaluated,  and  they  will  be  prioritized  according  to  their  need  for  precommercial  thinning. 
Budgets  do  exist  for  precommercial  thinning  expenditures,  as  they  do  for  most  any 
expenditures.  By  prioritizing  the  eligible  stands,  we  are  able  to  efficiently  allocate  our 
precommercial  thinning  budget. 

Precommercial  thinning  to  date  in  Analysis  Area  6 is  consistent  with  the  generalized  12  to  20 
year  schedule.  In  Analysis  Area  6,  901  acres  have  been  precommercially  thinned.  This 
acreage  includes  453  of  the  513  acres  harvested  prior  to  1969  and  448  of  the  10,793  acres 
harvested  between  1969  and  1976. 
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225-6 

The  comment  points  out  that  all-terrain  vehicle  (ATV)  use  was  not  discussed  in  the 
transporation  section,  and  requests  information  on  how  their  use  may  affect  deer,  bear  and 
furbearer  populations.  The  Forest  Service  does  not  have  data,  and  is  unaware  of  any  outside 
data  source,  on  ATV  use  in  Analysis  Area  6.  Without  accurate  data,  we  are  unable  to  predict 
the  implications  of  ATV  use  on  wildlife  populations.  We  have  revised  FSEIS  Chapter  3, 
Transportation,  to  reflect  the  possibility  that  ATV  use  could  be  occurring  in  Analysis  Area 
6. 

225-7 

We  have  verified  that  there  are  4 intact  cabins  in  Kadashan  and  we  have  revised  the  FSEIS 
to  reflect  this. 

225-8 

The  comment  questions  the  DSEIS  statement  that  habitat  exists  in  second  growth.  See  the 
Final  SEIS,  Chapter  3,  Wildlife,  where  we  have  provided  additional  information  to  resolve 
any  confusion. 

225-9 

Table  3-7  in  the  SEIS  (Analysis  Area  6)  presents  the  acres  and  percentages  of  wildlife  habitats 
that  will  exist  once  the  1986-90  timber  authorized  for  harvest  has  been  harvested.  Essentially, 
these  habitats  represent  the  existing  situation  that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
alternatives.  This  is  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  Chapter  3,  as  per  the  CEQ-approved 
outline,  which  is  to  describe  the  affected  environment.  Information  on  the  impacts,  including 
the  long-term  and  cumulative  effects,  of  the  proposed  alternatives  is  presented  in  Chapter 
4.  In  Analysis  Area  6,  see  Chapter  4,  pages  56-60  and  Table  4-30  for  information  on  the 
reasonably  foreseeable,  long-term  and  cumulative  effect  of  timber  harvest  on  wildlife  habitat. 

225-10 

Deer  mortality  rates  for  the  winter  of  1988-89  were  not  available  when  the  SEIS  was  written 
and  published.  These  data  are  now  available  and  are  included  in  Theme  Response  7. 

225-11 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  increased  number  of  deer  killed  by  hunters  is  directly 
attributable  to  increased  road  access.  The  number  of  deer  killed  by  hunters  is  due  to  a several 
variables,  including  bag  limits  and  hunting  seasons  established  by  ADF&G.  These  actions  are 
independent  of  this  project  plan.  The  ADF&G  manages  wildlife  and  regulates  hunting.  See 
Theme  Response  7 for  additional  general  information  on  the  Sitka  black-tailed  deer. 


RESPONSE:  Letter  225 


Page  3 


225-12 

In  reference  to  Chapter  3,  the  comment  requests  information  on  the  effects  of  road  building 
and  logging  camps  on  brown  bears.  The  purpose  of  Chapter  3 is  to  describe  the  existing 
situation  in  the  area  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  4, 
Wildlife,  page  4-18  (Analysis  Area  6)  for  information  on  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action 
alternatives  on  brown  bears.  Also  see  Theme  Response  3 for  additional  general  information 
on  brown  bear  viability. 

225-13 

The  Forest  Service  agrees  that  tourism  is  an  economic  forest  use  and  should  be  included  in 
the  SEIS.  See  the  FSEISs,  Chapter  3,  Socioeconomics  sections.  This  sections  has  been  revised 
to  include  information  on  tourism  as  part  of  the  study  area  economy. 

225-14 

See  the  glossary  of  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  for  the  Forest  Service’s  definition  of  streamside 
riparian  habitat.  Riparian  habitat  does  include  secondary  streams. 

To  correct  our  error  in  calculating  the  percentage  of  streamside  riparian  habitat  affected  in 
VCU  238  (Chapter  4,  Table  4-8),  the  acreage  has  been  reduced.  These  alternatives  will  affect 
12  percent  of  the  streamside  riparian  habitat  rather  than  44  percent.  The  revised  Table  4- 
8 is  shown  in  the  Final  SEIS,  along  with  revised  text. 

225-15 

Your  comment  misinterprets  the  statement  in  Chapter  4,  page  16:  "Timber  harvest  could 
affect  deer  population  numbers  during  severe  winters,  at  least  until  suitable  vegetation  is  re- 
established." This  statement,  when  taken  in  context  with  the  paragraph,  states  that  the  Forest 
Service  recognizes  that  harvest  of  the  beach  fringe  habitat  could  affect  deer  populations 
during  severe  winters.  Table  4-6  indicates  that  Alternative  5,  which  proposes  to  harvest  287 
acres  in  beach  fringe  habitat,  would  affect  only  5 percent  of  that  habitat  type  in  Analysis 
Area  6.  The  other  alternatives  would  affect  less  than  1 percent  of  this  habitat  type. 

As  per  the  CEQ  approved  outline,  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  on  wildlife  habitats, 
including  effects  of  the  planned  100-year  rotation,  are  discussed  in  the  later  part  of  Chapter 
4 (pages  56-60  of  the  Draft  SEIS  for  Analysis  Area  6). 

225-16 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  Freshwater  Bay  logging  camp  is  the  reason  for  the 
declining  brown  bear  population  on  northeast  Chichagof  Island.  The  Forest  Service  manages 
the  Forest,  in  part,  for  wildlife  habitats.  The  ADF&G,  however,  manages  wildlife 
populations  and  establishes  hunting  regulations.  Bag  limits  and  hunting  seasons  schedules  play 
an  important  part  in  brown  bear  population  management,  and  are  independent  of  this  Forest 
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Service  project  plan.  See  Theme  Response  3 for  additional  general  information  on  brown 
bear  viability.  Also  see  the  revised  Wildlife  and  Subsistence  sections  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  our 
final  evaluation  of  these  resources  based  on  effects  analysis  and  public  hearing  response. 

225-17 

Both  the  NMFS  policy  (National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  1988)  and  AHMU  handbook 
(USDA  Forest  Service  1986a)  use  the  same  stream  classification  system.  We  are  unfamiliar 
with  any  controversy  in  this  area. 

Fish  Passage  Trade-off  Evaluation  is  prescribed  for  Class  I streams  and  Class  II  streams  with 
gradients  steeper  than  four  percent.  Fish  passage  is  provided  on  all  Class  II  streams  with  4 
percent  gradient  or  less.  Fish  Passage  Trade-off  Evaluation  does  not  mean  that  fish  habitat 
"can  and  will  be  jeopardized  to  minimize  the  cost  of  road  construction",  as  interpreted  by  the 
commentator.  It  simply  means  that,  in  those  streams  subject  to  trade-off  evaluation,  the  fish 
passage  will  only  be  constructed  if  its  cost  is  less  than  the  total  benefit  of  the  fish  habitat 
above  the  crossing.  The  value  of  the  fish  habitat  is  a calculated  fixed  value  and  it  is  not 
possible  to  lessen  the  value  of  the  habitat  to  justify  not  providing  passage.  The  purpose  of 
the  evaluation  is  to  allow  the  fisheries  biologist  to  efficiently  determine  what  type  of  fish 
passage  is  suited  to  different  streams  throughout  the  Forest.  The  AHMU  policy  also  provides 
for  flexibility  and  equity,  in  that  streams  with  unique  qualities  such  as  unusually  productive 
habitat,  an  endemic  species,  or  popularity  for  fishing,  are  assigned  additional  value  at  the 
discretion  of  the  fisheries  biologist. 

225-18 

Aquatic  Habitat  Management  prescriptions  apply  to  Class  I,  II,  and  III  streams  (USDA  Forest 
Service  1986a).  All  streams  are  evaluated  in  analyzing  the  impacts  of  harvest  and  road 
building  activities  on  fish  production. 

225-19 

The  comment  requests  information  on  the  long-term,  cumulative  effects  of  extensive 
clearcutting  and  road-building.  As  per  the  CEQ-approved  outline,  the  first  half  of  Chapter 
4 addresses  the  affects  of  the  alternatives  through  this  planning  period  (1990).  This 
evaluation  includes  the  effects  of  past  harvest  activities  as  well  as  activities  proposed  in  the 
alternatives.  The  second  half  of  Chapter  4,  beginning  on  page  49,  addresses  the  reasonably 
foreseeable,  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  of  the  alternatives.  See  the  Final  SEIS  for  our 
final  evaluation  of  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  on  subsistence,  considering  information 
gathered  from  public  comments  and  at  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  Also  see  Theme  Response 
5. 
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225-20 

We  assume  the  comment  is  referring  to  maps  showing  projections  through  2011  and  2080. 
These  maps  are  part  of  the  Multi-Entry  Layout  Process  (MELP)  databases  and  are  available 
for  public  review  as  part  of  the  Planning  Record  in  the  Sitka  (Analysis  Areas  2,3,  and  6)  and 
Petersburg  (Analysis  Area  12)  Area  Offices.  The  dynamic  nature  of  these  data  make  their 
reproduction  impractical.  Furthermore,  publication  of  these  maps  in  the  SEIS  would  not  be 
consistent  with  CEQ  guidelines  (1500.4,  Reduction  of  Paperwork). 

Also  see  Theme  Response  8 for  additional  information  on  the  SEIS  Planning  Record  display. 
225-21 

First,  the  comment  misquotes  the  SEIS.  The  complete  sentence  from  the  SEIS  reads  as 
follows:  "Although  log  quality  in  second-growth  stands  is  expected  to  be  lower  than  in 
mature  and  overmature  stands,  even  on  sites  that  have  been  precommercially  thinned,  total 
yield  per  acre  is  expected  to  be  higher  in  second-growth  stands." 

The  commentator  makes  the  statement  that  "converting  old  growth  which  contains  large 
dimension  high  quality  trees  with  second  growth  effectively  eliminates  any  chance  of 
developing  a long-term,  sustainable  timber  products  industry  in  Southeast  Alaska."  Any 
market,  including  the  timber  market  in  Southeast  Alaska,  requires  the  use  of  raw  materials. 
In  the  forest  products  market,  the  raw  material,  timber,  is  renewable  and  can  therefore  be 
managed  on  a sustained  yield  basis. 

In  Southeast  Alaska  the  Forest  Service  is  in  the  first  rotation,  which  is  scheduled  to  be 
complete  in  2080.  Because  we  are  still  in  the  first  rotation,  the  majority  of  the  raw  material 
base  is  in  mature  and  overmature  stands.  At  the  end  of  the  first  rotation,  the  raw  material 
base  will  be  second-growth  stands.  It  is  a matter  of  circumstance  that  the  quality  of  second- 
growth  timber  is  lower  than  timber  from  mature  and  overmature  stands.  It  is  not  the  quality 
of  the  logs  that  will  determine  whether  the  forest  products  industry  will  be  sustained  in 
Southeast  Alaska;  rather,  it  will  determined  by  the  future  market  for  forest  products. 

Without  the  raw  material,  there  can  be  no  timber  products  industry  in  Southeast  Alaska  now 
or  in  the  future.  It  is  understandable  why  "even  the  pulp  mills  have  shown  little  interest  in 
cutting  second  growth."  The  forest  products  industry  in  Southeast  Alaska  cannot  use  second- 
growth  timber  at  this  time  because  the  second-growth  stands  are  not  mature  enough  to  be 
harvested  commercially.  At  the  end  of  the  first  rotation,  there  will  be  second-growth  timber 
suitable  for  harvest.  In  fact,  after  the  first  rotation,  use  of  second-growth  timber  will  be 
required  to  sustain  the  timber  products  industry  in  Southeast  Alaska.  The  market  for  timber 
products  after  the  first  rotation  will  determine  whether  the  Southeast  Alaska  timber  products 
industry  will  continue.  Even  those  in  the  timber  industry  cannot  predict  what  the  market  will 
be  in  100  years. 


RESPONSE:  Letter  225 


Page  6 


Although  timber  is  a renewable  resource,  the  Forest  Service  recognizes  the  fact  that  mature 
and  overmature  stands  contain  other  values  besides  timber,  such  as  old  growth  habitat,  and 
that  these  stands  are  only  renewable  over  a long  period  of  time.  In  response  to  this,  the  Forest 
Service  has  set  aside  a percentage  of  the  mature  and  overmature  stands  for  preservation  in 
Wilderness  or  in  extended  rotations  of  120  to  250  years  to  ensure  that  these  values  are 
sustained. 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  statement  that  "more  than  half  of  the  acres  containing 
the  highest  volume  have  already  been  cut."  Figure  2-9  (Analysis  Area  6)  shows  that  the 
cumulative  harvest,  including  the  proposed  harvest  of  the  alternatives,  would  result  in  harvest 
of  less  than  six  percent  of  Volume  Class  6 and  less  than  one  percent  of  Volume  Class  7 
commercial  forest  lands  (CFL)  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

In  response  to  the  comment  that  the  Forest  Service  harvests  timber  at  a loss  of  $50  million  per 
year,  see  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  K,  which  shows  that  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  "lost"  $1,885  million  from  396,318  MBF  of  timber  harvest  in  1988. 

225-22 

We  recognize  in  the  SEIS  (see  Analysis  Area  6,  Chapter  4,  page  76,  #9)  that  precommercial 
thinning  is  relatively  new  in  Southeast  Alaska  and  long-term  data  on  the  effectiveness  of 
precommercial  thinning  here  do  not  exist.  The  Forest  Service  precommercially  thins  second 
growth  stands  in  an  attempt  to  provide  some  of  the  benefits  of  old  growth  habitat  conditions. 
In  response  to  your  comment  that  "very  little  thinning  is  done  anyway",  see  our  response  to 
Comment  225-5. 

We  also  recognize  that  precommercial  thinning  cannot  replace  old-growth  habitat  conditions. 
Therefore,  our  plans  include  areas  to  be  managed  for  old-growth  habitat  conditions.  As  an 
example,  in  VCU  235,  (Figure  2-5a  in  the  Draft  SEIS  Analysis  Area  6)  areas  are  identified 
which  were  prescribed  for  old-growth  habitat  management  in  the  1986-90  FEIS. 

225-23 

The  comment  claims  that  our  assumptions  on  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  of  fisheries 
are  unsubstantiated.  Because  timber  has  only  recently  become  a major  industry  in  Southeast 
Alaska,  little  information  is  available  on  the  long-term  effects  of  timber  harvest  on  fisheries 
in  Southeast  Alaska.  However,  the  Forest  Service,  adheres  to  policies  set  forth  in  the  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  Handbook  (USDA  Forest  Service  1986a),  which  provides  for  long-term 
protection  of  the  fisheries  resource  based  on  available  scientific  knowledge.  The  1989  salmon 
catch  in  Southeast  Alaska  was  one  of  the  highest  recorded  in  the  State.  Given  the  time  period 
between  hatch  and  return,  this  demonstrates  that  fisheries  have  flourished  under  recent 
timber  harvest  levels. 
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As  per  the  CEQ-approved  outline,  the  affects  of  harvest  activities  during  the  planning  period 
(1989-90)  are  discussed  in  the  first  part  of  Chapter  4.  See  Chapter  4,  page  20-26  for 
discussion  on  short  term  fisheries  impacts  resulting  from  the  alternatives. 

225-24 

The  commentator  seeks  information  on  current  recreational  use  of  the  road  along  Trap  Bay 
in  Chapter  4.  The  discussion  in  the  later  half  of  Chapter  4 is  devoted  to  the  long-term  and 
cumulative  effects  of  the  project.  See  Chapter  3,  pages  42-44  for  a discussion  of  the  existing 
recreation  situation. 

225-25 

The  purpose  of  the  Unavoidable,  Adverse  Environmental  Effects  section  is  to  identify  those 
impacts  that  would  be  expected  to  occur  under  any  of  the  project  alternatives  and  with  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures.  Some  adverse  conditions  may  occur  even  under  the  No- Action 
Alternative.  For  example,  "a  20  year  natural  stand  is  also  difficult  to  walk  through".  The 
Forest  Service  continues  to  hold  the  opinion  that  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  usually 
short-term.  Industrial  activity,  including  harvest  of  timber,  usually  result  in  some 
unavoidable  adverse  impacts,  at  least  through  the  duration  of  harvest  activity.  Our  basis  for 
this  opinion  is  that  the  forest  is  a renewable  resource  which  begins  to  replenish  itself  once 
harvest  activity  has  ended.  Significant  short-  and  long-term  impacts  have  been  avoided 
through  interdisciplinary  planning  of  roads  and  harvest  units,  and  application  of  mitigation 
measures. 

225-26 

The  purpose  of  the  "Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources"  section  is  to 
discuss  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  of  the  alternatives.  Under  all  of  the  action 
alternative,  some  mature  and  overmature  stands  would  be  removed.  Mature  and  overmature 
stands  are  renewable  and  will  replace  themselves  should  harvest  discontinue.  The  Forest 
Service  does  recognize  the  old  growth  habitat  and  recreation  values  associated  with  mature 
and  overmature  stands  and  has  set  aside  some  of  this  resource  to  be  preserved  in  Wilderness 
and  replenished  in  extended  rotations.  Because  mature  and  overmature  forest  stands  are 
considered  a renewable  resource,  however,  their  impact  from  the  alternatives  is  discussed  in 
Chapter  4,  pages  2-6  and  51-54  (Analysis  Area  6). 

225-27 

We  disagree  that  the  SEIS  has  failed  to  serve  its  purpose.  The  purpose  of  the  SEIS  is 
described  in  Chapter  1,  page  15  (Analysis  Area  6). 

In  preparing  the  SEIS  the  Forest  Service  has  used  the  available  data  to  conduct  professional 
interdisciplinary  analyses  and  determine  the  best  known  site-specific  mitigation  measures  (see 
Unit  Cards  in  Appendix  A-l  in  Phase  II  Final  SEIS).  We  have  honestly  addressed  the 
environmental  impacts  of  Alternatives. 


RESPONSE:  Letter  225 
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225-28 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  mitigation  of  significant  adverse  impacts  is  inadequate.  To 
demonstrate  that  the  Forest  Service’s  interdisciplinary  staff  have  developed  site-specific 
mitigation  measures  for  each  unit,  we  have  included  all  of  the  Unit  Cards  in  Appendix  A- 
1 of  the  FSEIS. 
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ROBERT  P.  WAGNER 
MAYOR 


ADMINISTRATION 
(907)  736-2221 


August  3,  1969 


James  Pierce 

USDA  F’orest  Service 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
P.O.  Box  21628 
Juneau,  AK  99802-1628 


Dear  Mr.  Pierce: 

In  response  to  your  request,  we  offer  the  attached  comments 
relative  to  the  "Draft  Supplement  to  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  for  the  1981-86  and  1986-91  Operating  Periods  (Phase  II) 
for  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  Long  Term  Timber  Sale  Contract. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  planning  process. 


Sincerely 


City  of  Tenakee  Springs 


Robert  P.  Wagner 
Mayor 


RPW : RAP 


cc:  Bart  Koehler,  Executive  Director  SEACC 

Tenakee  Springs  Fish  and  GAme  Board 
Ben  Grussendorf , Alaska  State  Representative 
Richard  I.  Eliason,  Alaska  State  Senator 
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225-1  The  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  offers  this  response  tor  the 
record  to  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Alaska  F'ul  p Corporation's  Long  Term 
Timber  Sales  Contract. 

The  timing  for  this  document  could  not  have  been  worse. 
Massive  planning  documents  invariably  appear  in  the  summer 
when  there  is  the  least  time  for  those  most  affected  to 
respond  other  examples  are  the  84-89  LPK  SEIS,  the  ongoing 
subsistence  hearings,  the  86—90  ALP  EIS  and  the  original 
84-90  LPK  EIS.  After  years  of  subsidized,  inflated 
budgets,  the  Forest  Service  cannot  attribute  the  timing  of 
the  release  of  these  documents  to  time  and  staff 
constraints.  At  best,  it  demonstrates  inept  management  by 
the  Forest  Service,  at  worst,  purposeful  design. 

The  initially  abbreviated  comment  period  was  impossibly 
1 imited  , an  outragous  attempt  by  the  Forest  Service  to 
curtail  or  eliminate  public  review  and  participation. 
Little  wonder  the  residents  of  many  small  communities  view 
the  acitivities  of  the  Forest  Service  with  suspicion  and 
d i strust  . 

Much  of  the  intimidating  bulk  of  the  documents  stems  from 
repetition.  One  must  look  hard  to  find  the  meat  on  this 
bone.  Multitudinous  graphs,  charts  and  maps  are  used  to 
cloak  promotion  of  single  industry  bias  in  the  guise  of 
respectable,  wise  management.  Image  prevails  over 
substance  and  quantity  replaces  quality. 


225-2  The  most  obvious  comment  on  the  overal 1 document  is  the 

blatant  disregard  it  displays  for  current  legislation  and 
public  opinion.  Alternatives  4,5,6  and  7 show  road 
construction  and  cl  earcutting  in  VCU  237,  Trap  Bay. 
Alternatives  5,6  and  7 show  road  construction  and  logging 
in  VCU  235,  Kadashan , while  Alternative  4 shows  completion 
of  the  Kadashan  road.  Road  construction  means  future 
1 ogg ing  . 

In  1988  341  members  of  the  US  House  of  Representatives 
expressed  their  collective  opinion  by  voting  for  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act,  which  specifically  protected  those  areas 
from  cl earcutt ing  . On  July  13,  1989,  the  House  of 
Representatives  passed  a stronger  version  of  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act  by  an  even  greater  majority.  Another  bill 
before  the  Senate  also  provides  protection  for  these  areas. 
Numerous  Alaskan  groups  and  communities  have  long  been  on 
record  supporting  the  provisions  of  the  Tongass  Timber 
Reform  Act.  The  recent  Southeast  Conference  Tongass  proposal 
specifically  mentions  both  Kadashan  and  Trap  Bay  as 
critical  fish  and  wildlife  areas  deserving  of  permanent 
protection  from  logging.  The  Governor  of  Alaska  has 
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225-2  end  orsed  the  Southeast  Conference  proposal  , and  with  it  , 
Cont.  permanent  protection  -for  Kadashan  and  Trap  Bay. 

The  Dra-ft  SEIS  indicates  that  Alternative  4 is  the  USFS 
preferred  alternative  "pending  public  comment". 

The  publ ic  is  left  to  wonder  just  how  much  comment,  and  from 
whom,  is  necessary  to  make  a difference  in  Forest  Service 
management  decisions. 

It  is  apparent  that  instead  of  an  unbiased  re-ex am l nat i on 
of  management  alternatives  in  these  areas,  this  document  was 
prepared  as  justification  to  "get  out  the  cut". 

Multiple-use  management  and  sustained  yield  of  all  forest 
resources  must  take  a back  seat  to  the  dictates  of  the  long 
term  contract  holder,  ARC. 

225-2  The  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  must  reiterate  the  position  it 
has  held  for  many  years,  that  of  opposition  to  any  road 
construction  or  logging  in  Kadashan  or  Trap  Bay. 

The  Draft  SEIS  does  not  satisfy  the  concerns  of  those  who 
rely  on  the  full  range  of  resource  values  that  currently 
exists  in  the  Tongass  and  specifically  in  these  areas. 

The  remainder  of  this  response,  while  not  inclusive  by  any 
means,  will  highlight  some  of  the  egregrious  errors , 
ommissions,  and  bias  displayed  by  the  SEIS. 

225-3  The  map  errors  noted  in  the  City  of  Tenakee  response  to 
Phase  I of  the  SEIS  have  not  been  corrected . To  quote: 

"The  road  indicated  west  of  Grave  Island  appears  to  be  the 
survey  boundary  of  the  original  Tenakee  Townsite  (U.S.S. 
1418)  . 

The  'road'  indicated  west  of  Columbia  Point  (describing  a 
lazy  Y)  was  put  to  bed  following  logging  operations  and  the 
land  selected  by  the  State  for  a homesite  subdivision.  A 
section  of  it  has  been  dedicated  as  part  of  the  trail 
system.  Another  section,  by  the  way  ran  through  private 
property  (HES  239)  under  a private  contractual  agreement 
long  since  expired. 

The  short  'road'  indicated  running  upland  just  east  of 
Columbia  Cove  was  (and  is)  nothing  more  than  a ditch  created 
by  dragging  logs  down  the  mountain  to  a sea-anchored 
A-Frame.  Ah  well , in  the  eyes  of  the  beholder." 

These  comments  refer  to  the  volume  on  Analysis  Area  6: 

c3p8  "A1 aska-cedar  occurs  in  1 imited  numbers  in  stands 
throughout  the  ARC  Contract  area  and  is  a highly  valued 
commercial  species. "The  SEIS  should  mention  the  actual  value 
of  yellow  cedar,  when  it  is  possible  to  obtain  it  at  al  1 . 


225-4 
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225-4 

Cont. 


225-5 


225-6 


225-7 


225-8 


225-9 


225-10 


The  SEI3  doesn't  acknowledge  the  extremely  slow  growth  of 
yellow  cedar,  and  the  reality  that  yellow  cedar  , like  the 
large  diameter  trees  o-f  hemlock  and  spruce  , is  not 
a.  renewable  resource  in  terms  o-f  current  management. 

The  valuable  large  dimension,  tight  grain,  knot-tree  wood 
currently  available  in  "over-mature"  old  growth  will  NOT 
exist  in  second-growth  on  a 100-year  rotation. 

c3pl2  Aithougn  precommerc  i al  thinning  is  o-f  dubious  value  as 
-far  as  wildlife  habitat  is  concerned,  no  one  questions  its 
use-fullness  in  producing  better  quality  second  growth  trees. 
Table  3-2  shows  the  number  of  acres  cut  in  Analysis  Area  o 
<13,615  prior  to  1961) . The  draft  SEIS  states  that  901  acres 
have  been  thinned  thus  far.  Where  are  the  plans  for 
"intensive  management"  of  those  areas  already  dedicated  to 
timber  harvest?  In  Tongass  management,  intensive  management 
evidently  means  "cut  it  and  leave  it". 

c3pl4  The  first  paragraph  under  Roads  states  that  " due  to 
the  high  cost  of  transporting  a vehicle,  virtually  no 
private  vehicles  (other  than  logging  company  vehicles  ) are 
found  in  Analysis  area  6."  This  statement  ignores  the 
prol if erat ion  of  al 1 -terrain  vehicles  which  are  highly 
portable  and  very  numerous.  "Company  owned  vehicles"  as 
well  as  individually  owned  ones  are  used  for  hunting  in 
areas  adjacent  top  logging  trucks,  and  have  al ready  been 
used  on  the  Kadashan  Road.  The  implications  of  vehicle 
access  on  deer  bear  and  furbearer  populations  are  real  and 
serious . 

c3p!6  This  section  mentions  seven  agency  cabins  in  Kadashan. 
There  are  two  adjacent  Fish  and  Game  cabins,  and  two 
belonging  to  the  Forest  Sciences  Laboratory.  There  don't 
appear  to  be  seven  without  counting  tool  sheds. 

c3pl8  Wildlife:  "It  is  important  to  recognize  that  when 
trees  are  harvested  from  a habitat,  a habitat  still  exists. 
However  , it  is  converted  to  second  growth  timber  management 
and  does  not  have  the  same  conditions  that  previously 
existed."  How  reassuring!  Although  the  essential  winter 
habitat  for  deer  and  other  species  has  been  eliminated,  it 
will  be  replaced  by  habitat  for... what? 

c3p22  The  second  paragraph  on  this  page  is  indicative  of  a 
consistent  problem  with  this  document,  and  with  Tongass 
management  as  a whole.  It  proudly  describes  percentage  of 
deer  winter  range  that  will  remain  after  the  timber  harvest 
planned  through  1990.  What  will  happen  after  1990  is  left 
to  the  imagination,  while  it  is  exactly  the  long-term, 
cumulative  effects  that  are  the  cause  of  the  most  concern. 

c3p26  Sitka  blacktail  deer:  " ADF&6  reports  that  deer 
population  numbers  are  at  a high  level ."  High  deer 
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populations  have  been  a -function  o-f  successive  mild 
winters.  There  is  no  mention  of  the  effect  of  that  series  of 
mild  winters,  nor  of  the  oeer  mortal ity  associated  with  the 
moderate  winter  of  1966-89. 

The  huge  increase  in  number  of  deer  killed  by  hunters 
regionwide  is  directly  attributable  to  the  increase  in  road 
access  . 

It  seems  inevitable  that  at  some  point  the  increased 
road-hunting  pressure  and  winter  habitat  destruction 
combined  with  a deep  snow  winter  will  result  in  a calamitous 
crash  in  deer  populations. 

c3p29  Brown  bear:  This  section  describes  the  relatively 

healthy  brown  bear  population  in  Analysis  area  6,  without 
makeing  the  obvious  comparison  with  Analysis  Area  3, 
Freshwater-Wh i testone . Last  year's  emergency  closure  of  bear 
hunting  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island  reveals  the  impact  of 
road  building  and  logging  camps  on  brown  bear  populations.  A 
transparent  attempt  is  made  to  gloss  over  the  effect  of 
reopening  the  Corner  Bay  camp:  "There  are  plans  to 
reactivate  the  camp  for  logging  activities,  however  the  use 
will  remain  seasonal In  case  it  needs  to  be  mentioned, 
bear  activity  is  seasonal  too,  encompassing  exactly  the  same 
seasons  as  camp  operation! 

c3p56  Economic  uses  of  the  Forest:  "The  proposed  action  will 
affect  three  major  economic  uses  of  the  forest:  timber 
harvesting,  sport  and  commercial  harvest  of  salmon,  and 
hunting  for  Sitka  blacktail  deer  by  recreational  and 
subsistence  users."  What  about  tourism?  Tourism  is 
Southeast  Alaska's  second  largest  industry  and  its  fastest 
growing  one.  The  vast  majority  of  tourists  come  to 
Southeast  Alaska,  and  to  Tenakee  Inlet,  to  enjoy  the 
stunning  natural  beauty  and  unparal 1 ed  opportunity  to 
observe  wildlife.  Kadashan  is  justly  famous  for  its 
concentrat ion  of  brown  bears  and  other  wildlife,  and  people 
from  all  over  the  world  have  made  it  a destination  for  those 
reasons.  Trap  Bay  is  a spectacul arl y beautiful  area,  and  a 
visitor's  introduction  to  the  south  side  of  Tenakee  Inlet. 
(East  Point,  the  northern  portal  of  Tenakee  Inlet,  is  now 
and  forever  defaced  by  cl earcuts.) 

Chapter  4 Environmental  Consequences:  In  this  section  we 

find  many,  many  tables.  It's  very  easy  not  to  look  at  the 
tables  at  al 1 , or  to  just  glance  at  the  "Total"  figures. 
However  this  is  misleading.  For  example,  table  4-8  pertains 
to  Streamside  Riparian  Habitat  Affected,  by  Alternative. 

The  total  reflects  an  average  percentage  over  all  areas,  so 
that  four  9CU ' s with  "0"  and  one  with  "44%"  average  out  to 
4%  of  riparian  habitat  affected  which  sounds  very  nice,  but 
is  not  real  1 y much  consolation  to  the  fish  in  the  one  area 
that  has  been  44%  1 ogged ! 
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Just  what  does  the  USFS  consider  to  be  Riparian  habitat? 

Does  it  equal  100  meters  -from  the  stream?  Does  it  include 
the  secondary  tributaries  that  are  vital  coho  rearing 
habitat? 

c4pl6  Blacktail  deer  again.  Here  we  -find  the  statement  that 
''Timber  harvest  could  affect  deer  population  numbers  during 
severe  winters,  at  least  until  suitable  vegetation  is 
re-est an 1 l shed . “ UNDER  PLANNED  100  YEAR  ROTATION,  DEER 
WINTER  HABITAT  WILL  NEVER  BE  RE-ESTABLISHED. 

c4pi7  "Only  minor  effects  on  Sitka  Black -tailed  deer  are 
expected  -from  the  proposed  harvest  activities  due  to  the 
Toll  owing  reasons:  Minor  reduction  in  deer  habitat 

carrying  capacity.  Large  acreage  of  deer  habitat 
remaining".  Again,  it  is  not  just  the  activities  of  this 
operating  plan  Tor  the  one  year  that  remains  that  we  are 
concerned  about,  but  the  cumulative  eTTects  oT  ALL  logging 
and  roadbuil ding . 

c4plS  It  is  easy  to  say  that  proposed  action  "should  result 
in  no  major  eTTects  on  the  brown  bear  population"  but  it  is 
hard  to  ignore  the  real itv  oT  plummetting  bear  populations 
on  NE  ChichagoT  associated  with  Freshwater  Bay  logging  camp 
and  road  access  to  the  once  secure  "reTugia"  at  the  heart  oT 
the  island.  The  Forest  Service  ignores  Tacts  that 
contradict  its  claims. 

c4p21  Fisheries:  "Standard  AHMU  prescr ipt ions  are  described 
that  will  protect  water  quality  and  productivity  oT  Tish 
haDitat"  according  to  cl assiT icat ion  oT  streams.  There  is 
a great  deal  oT  controversy  over  stream  cl assiT icat ion , and 
the  implication  is  that  even  "Class  I " streams  are  subject 
to  "economic  analysis"  (Fish  Passage  Trade-OTT  Evaluation) . 
This  means  that  Tish  habitat  can  and  will  be  jeopardized  to 
minimize  the  cost  oT  road  construct  ion . 

c4p23  A conclusion  is  reached  that  proposed  activities  will 
have  minimal  eTTects  on  Tish  production,  because  the  "amount 
oT  habitat  aTTected  is  relatively  small . " Is  this  based 
only  on  the  main  channels?  Studies  in  Trap  Bay  clearly 
demonstrated  that  coho  do  not  rear  or  spawn  to  any  extent  in 
main  river  channels.  Very,  very  small  streams  are  critical 
coho  habitat . 

c4p45  Subsistence:  The  assessment  oT  minimal  impacts  on 
subsistence  resources  conTlicts  with  the  perceptions  and 
opinions  oT  the  residents  oT  this  community  and  the  Alaska 
Department  oT  Fish  and  Game.  To  address  only  the  actions 
planned  Tor  one  year  ignores  the  long  term,  cumulative 
eTTects  oT  extensive  cl  earcutting  and  road-building. 

Subsistence  issues  will  be  addressed  more  extensively  by 
individuals  at  the  August  10  Subsistence  hearing. 
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U4p49  Reasonably  (-  or  eseeab  1 e , Longterm  and  Cumulative 
Effects:  5 

In  a document  fairly  bursting  with  photographs,  charts,  and 
maps,  where  are  THESE  maps??  If  the  statements  made  in  this 
section  can  be  made  with  such  assurance,  why  can't  the 
pub i ic  see  maps  showing  the  full  scale  of  what  is  planned 
for  the  ‘‘Reasonable  Foreseeable"  future? 

225-21 

C4p53  Second  growth  stands:  Tucked  away  in  the  middle  of 
this  document  is  the  admission  that  "log  qua!  ity  in 
second-growth  stands  is  expected  to  be  lower  than  in  mature 
and  overmature  stands,  even  on  sites  that  have  been 
precommercial  1 y thinned."  Converting  old  growth  which 
containing  large  dimension  high  quality  trees  with  second 
growth  effectively  eliminates  any  chance  of  developing  a 
long-term,  sustainable  timber  products  industry  in  Southeast 
Alaska.  Even  the  pulp  mills  have  shown  little  interest  in 
cutting  second  growth!  More  than  half  of  the  acres 
containing  the  highest  volume  have  already  been  cut.  To 
continue  this  headlong  rush  to  eliminate  i rrep 1 aceab 1 e 
resources  AT  A LOSS  OF  OVER  $50  MILLION  A YEAR  is  absolutely 
unc on sc lonabl e . 

225-22 

c4p57  Wildlife  habitats:  "Precommercial  thinning  helps  to 

balance  the  forage  and  cover  values".  This  is  far  from 
being  accepted,  and  very  little  thinning  is  done  anyway. 

225-23 

c4p60  Fisher ies/Hydrol ogy : This  entire  section  is 
characterised  by  words  that  reveal  just  how  little  is  known 
about  the  long  term  effects  of  1 arge  scale  cl  earcutting  on 
streams  and  fisheries  habitat-  words  like  "should  maintain", 
"impacts  are  not  anticipated",  "current  assumptions", 
"available  evidence",  "very  little  data  available".  It  is 
incredible  that  from  unsubstantiated  assumptions  the  Forest 
Service  can  conclude  that  effects  will  be  minimal . The 
risks  are  unacceptable!  At  risk:  a healthy,  truly  renewable 
fishing  industry  that  is  a mainstay  of  the  Southeast  Alaska 
economy.  Conducting  very  large  scale  experiments  on  this 
irrepl aceabl e resource  to  continue  a program  that  is  losing 
$50  million  dollars  a year  is  patently  absurd. 

c4p62  Streamside  disturbance:  Evidently  these  statements 

are  based  on  calculations  of  total  efect  over  120  years. 

What  good  does  that  do  if  salmon  are  unable  to  spawn  the 
first  two  years?  Where  will  the  NEXT  year  class  come  from? 

225-6 

c4p<b<b  Recreation  Kadashan  - "visitation  will  increase  from 
Corner  Bay  and  Sitkoh  Bay."  This  is  true,  and  contradicts 
previous  statements  in  this  document  about  the  lack  of 
privately  owned  vehicles  preventing  much  use  of  the  roads. 

225-24 

VCU  237  Trap  Bay  "The  road  along  Trap  Bay  may  provide 
excellent  opportunities  for  roadside  recreation " 

225-24 

Cont. 

225-25 
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The  document  dares  not  compare  what  'might  be'  with  what  now 
ex i st s . 

c4c74  Unavoidable  Adverse  Environmental  Effects:  This 
section  devotes  one  paragraph  to  listing  "some  local 
unavoidable  enviromental  effects"  including  " increased  soil 
erosion  and  soil  productivity  loss  beyond  natural  1 y 
occurring  levels;  local  and  short  term  reductions  in  water 
and  air  qual lty;  alteration  of  natural  landscapes;  increased 
competition  for  subsistence  resources ; loss  of  primitive 
character  of  roadless  areas  that  are  entered;  loss  of 
opportunities  for  wilderness  designation  of  areas  being 
entered;  and  the  disturbance  or  loss  of  some  wildlife 
habitat." 

The  document  then  blithely  states:  "The  unavoidable  effects 

are  expected  to  be  short-term,  (usually  less  than  two 
years) . " TWO  YEARS??  How  can  the  Forest  Service  make  a 
statement  like  that?  Hasn't  anyone  in  the  Forest  Service 
tried  to  walk  through  a 20  year  old  cl earcut?  Management 
of  the  Tongass  may  be  short-sighted,  but  the  effects  are  NOT 
short-term . 

Irreversible  and  I rretr i eveab 1 e Commitments  of  Resources: 
This  section  mentions  use  of  rock,  and  the  "loss  of 
opportunity"  to  cut  trees  if  the  no-action  alternative  is 
selected.  What  about  the  "commitment"  of  800  year  old 
trees,  and  the  exceptional  wood  they  contain?  What  about 
the  "commitment"  of  high  volume  old  growth  habitat  to  second 
growth  on  a 100  year  rotation?  This  is  possibly  the  most 
offensive  paragraph  in  this  whole  volume, and  supports  our 
contention  that  the  Forest  Sevice  cannot  see  the  forest  for 
the  trees. 

c4p76  Mitigation  Measures.  This  section  lists  measures  that 
are  supposedly  going  to  compensate  for  any  "Unavoidable 
Adverse  Environmental  Effects"  that  should  happen  to  linger 
beyond  2 years . 

3.  "Providing  trail  signs  to  direct  recreational  traffic 
along  trails  affected  by  timber  harvest  activities."  This 
is  poor  consolation  indeed,  akin  to  seeing  a lone  standing 
street  sign  in  a news  photograph  of  some  mid-western  town 
tragically  levelled  by  a tornado. 

6.  "scheduling  harvested  stands  for  precommercial  thinning 
between  10  and  15  years  of  age.  This  becoming  a normal 
practice  if  budgets  are  not  constrained ."  Where?  There  is 
no  mention  of  such  activity  in  Analysis  Area  6 in  this  SEIS, 
although  the  Corner  Bay  area  certainly  boasts  an  abundance 
of  10—15  year  old  clearcuts.  Budget  constraints  do  not 
appear  to  hamper  expenditures  for  road  construction. 
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9.  "apply  state-  of-the-art  second  growth  management 

techniques  -for  areas  of  harvested  deer  winter  range it 

is  still  premature  to  judge  their  effectiveness."  The  best 
"mitigation  measure"  for  deer  winter  range  is  to  leave  a 
sufficient  amount  of  it  alone! 

15.  "burning  units"  The  Forest  Service  has  been  successful 
in  starting  two  forest  fires  in  Southeast  Alaska  so  far, 
which  burnt  considerably  more  acreage  than  intended  (take 
Bake) . The  longterm  effects  of  burning  in  Southeast  Alaska 
are  still  unknown,  and  the  questionable  benefit  of  reducing 
"initial  color  contrasts"  make  this  a dangerous  practice. 


CGNCLUSIuN 


The  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  falls 
far  short  of  its  purpose.  It  fails  to  honestly  address  the 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  various 
alternatives  reviewed. 

Whether  by  design  or  ineptitude,  contention  is  confused  with 
fact  and  supposition  with  supportable  evidence.  Flopel  essl  y 
inadequate  mitigation  measures  are  recommended  in  the 
absence  of  sound  planning  and  wise  management.  Management 
decisions  are  based  on  "current  assumptions",  "very  little 
data",  and  cutting  practices  too"  premature  to  judge". 

The  SEIS  presents  inaccurate  maps  of  Tenakee  Springs, 
portraying  a road  system  that  does  not  exist.  These  errors 
were  noted  in  our  response  to  the  Phase  I document . Their 
re-publ icat ion  demonstrates  the  lack  of  concern  for  the 
responses  the  Forest  Service  solicits. 

The  cutting  and  roading  plans  proposed  by  the  Forest  Service 
in  the  SEIS  for  Trap  Bay  and  Kadashan  fly  in  the  face  of 
Congressional  intent  and  demonstrate  an  arrogant  disregard 
for  public  opinion.  These  are  the  same  managers  who  ask  to 
postpone  any  legislation  pending  TLMP  review. 

Until  the  early  and  mid-50's  the  Forest  Service  was  peopled 
by  a dedicated  staff  which  worked  long  and  hard  to  enhance 
the  National  Forests,  who  took  justified  pride  in  work  well 
done.  As  the  old  breed  retired,  they  were  replaced  by  new 
managers  of  a different  stripe,  attuned  to  a different  call 
"get  out  the  cut,  no  matter  the  cost". 

We  ask  the  Forest  Service  to  give  equal  consideration  to  the 
City  of  Tenakee  Springs7  valid  concerns  and  justified 
complaints,  and  to  give  long,  thoughtful  consideration  to 
making  the  Forest  Service  an  agency  in  which  the  public  can 
take  confidence  and  in  which  Gifford  Pinchot  would  again 
take  pride  . 


FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 

The  Southeast  Alaska  Natural  Resources  Center 

Letter  No.  230 

230-1 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  SEIS  is  programmatic  and  not  site  specific.  See  Theme 
Response  6.  The  purpose  of  Phase  II  is  to  break  the  contract  area  down  into  smaller  analysis 
areas  to  provide  for  more  site-specific  analysis.  Each  of  the  Phase  II  SEIS  documents 
describes  the  actions  and  potential  impacts  for  one  of  four  areas  requiring  further  site- 
specific  study.  The  analysis  areas  range  from  approximately  170,000  acres  in  Analysis  Area 
6 to  approximately  300,000  acres  in  Analysis  Area  12.  The  analysis  areas  are  further  divided 
into  Value  Comparison  Units  (VCUs)  which  average  about  17,500  acres  each.  The  affected 
environment  was  described  and  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  evaluated  for  each  VCU  in  the 
analysis  area.  Mitigation  measures  were  established  for  each  harvest  unit  and  associated 
roads  proposed  by  the  alternatives  (see  Unit  Cards,  FSEIS  Appendix  A-l).  The  acreage  of 
all  four  analysis  areas  studied  in  the  Phase  II  evaluation  totals  not  2 million  acres,  but  about 
960,000. 

See  Appendix  B-l  in  the  Draft  SEIS  for  Analysis  Area  6,  responses  to  Concerns  5,  6,and  7, 
for  an  explanation  of  how  the  analysis  area  boundaries  were  delineated  and  why  Analysis 
Areas  2,  3,  6,  and  12  were  chosen  for  further  study.  See  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  and 
DSEIS  Appendix  B-l  (AA6),  responses  to  Concerns  1 through  4 for  information  on  the  range 
of  alternatives  considered.  In  addition.  Theme  Response  6 provides  information  on  the  Forest 
Service’s  planning  process  and  range  of  alternatives  analyzed. 

230-2 

We  disagree  with  your  criticism  of  the  alternatives  developed  for  the  SEIS.  These  alternatives 
are  derived  from  the  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  Phase  I Draft  SEIS,  the  APC  1981-86  and 
1986-90  EISs  and  comments  thereon.  The  Phase  I SEIS  adjusted  the  alternatives  presented 
in  the  APC  1986-90  EIS.  The  Phase  II  SEIS,  in  turn,  evaluated  and  adjusted  the  units 
adjusted  in  the  Phase  I SEIS  to  form  Phase  II  SEIS  alternatives.  These  alternatives  respond 
to  the  issues  described  in  Chapter  1 and  the  management  objectives  and  logistical  constraints 
described  in  Chapter  2 of  each  document,  as  well  as  public  comment  received  on  prior  EIS 
documents.  Further  discussion  on  the  range  of  alternatives  and  how  they  relate  to  the  Phase 
I alternatives  is  presented  under  Theme  Response  6. 

230-3 

This  comment,  concerning  the  layout  of  logging  units  and  roads  not  being  finalized  until  the 
FSEIS  and  ROD,  appears  to  address  the  Forest  Service’s  approach  to  the  EIS  and  SEIS  process. 
The  SEIS  process  is  part  of  the  Forest  Service’s  project  implementation  planning.  The 
alternatives,  impact  analyses,  and  mitigation  measures  presented  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS 
documents  are  site  specific.  The  harvest  activities  planned  are  described  in  Chapter  2 of  each 
document,  as  well  as  in  the  Unit  Cards,  included  as  Appendix  C-l.  (We  have  included  a 
complete  set  of  Unit  Cards  in  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS,  Appendix  A-l). 
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Potential  for  change  of  Unit  Cards  remains  part  of  an  environmentally  responsive  monitoring 
and  implementation  process  for  mitigation  of  impacts  and  other  purposes.  Changes  may  also 
occur  to  salvage  blowdown  timber,  replacing  it  with  other  volume  that  was  previously  planned 
for  harvest,  or  as  a result  of  legislation  deferring  areas  for  further  study  or  conveying  lands 
from  Federal  to  private  or  Corporation  ownership.  Changes  may  result  in  a shift  in  the  unit 
boundary  or  road,  deletion  of  units,  or  addition  of  units.  As  stated  in  the  ROD,  changes  in 
the  Unit  Cards  are  subject  to  the  NEPA  evaluation  process.  See  Theme  Response  6 for 
further  discussion  on  the  planning  process  and  how  it  complies  with  NEPA. 

230-4 

This  comment  requests  that  the  SEIS  display  all  timber  management,  harvesting,  and  road 
contruction  options  considered  in  the  sale  area;  evidence  supporting  the  selected  locations  of 
harvest  units  and  roads;  and  the  economic  and  environmental  effects  of  the  preferred 
alternative  as  compared  to  other  options. 

See  Chapter  2 for  a site-specific  description  of  the  Phase  II  alternatives  and  how  they  were 
developed.  See  Draft  SEIS  Appendix  B- 1 (AA6),  and  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume 
III,  F,  responses  to  Concerns  1-4  and  pages  21-31  for  additional  information  on  formulation 
of  the  alternatives.  The  Unit  Cards,  included  as  Appendix  A-l  in  the  Final  SEIS  (C-l  in  the 
Draft),  show  unit  boundaries  and  road  locations,  specific  impact  concerns,  and  mitigation 
measures  and  their  effectiveness.  Theme  Response  6 presents  additional  information  on  the 
range  of  alternatives  analyzed  and  on  the  No  Action/Current  Direction  Alternative. 

The  purpose  of  the  SEIS  and  the  ROD  is  to  summarize  this  type  of  information.  It  is 
impractical,  and  inconsistent  with  NEPA,  for  an  agency  to  publish  every  piece  of  evidence 
supporting  its  development  of  the  alternatives  and  impacts  analyses.  This  information  is, 
however,  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  Planning  Record  in  the  Sitka  office  for 
Analysis  Areas  2,  3,  and  6,  and  in  Petersburg  for  Analysis  Area  12.  The  SEIS  does  summarize 
this  information.  Chapter  2 for  each  document  describes  the  management  objectives  and 
administrative  constraints  that  were  used  to  formulate  the  alternatives.  Chapter  4 describes 
the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  and  includes  scientific  references  and  descriptions  of  the 
methods  the  Forest  Service  used  to  evaluate  the  alternatives. 

The  economic  and  environmental  consequences  are  described  in  detail  in  Chapter  4 of  the 
SEIS.  In  addition,  the  consequences  of  the  alternatives  are  summarized  and  compared  in  the 
second  part  of  Chapter  2,  Comparison  of  the  Alternatives. 

230-5 

With  regard  to  your  concern  about  monitoring,  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  explains  that 
all  actions  authorized  by  the  ROD  will  be  monitored  in  order  to  ensure  that  they  are  carried 
out  as  planned.  Actions  which  are  modified  from  the  plan  will  be  subject  to  consideration 
by  the  Forest  Supervisor  and  the  NEPA  process.  The  ROD  also  outlines  the  processes  of 
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Implementation,  Effectiveness,  and  Validation  Monitoring.  A monitoring  plan  for  the  1986- 
90  EIS  was  included  in  the  Draft  SEIS  and  is  also  included  in  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume 
III,  J,  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

230-6 

We  disagree  with  your  suggestion  that  it  was  inappropriate  to  evaluate  the  alternatives  within 
the  parameters  of  meeting  the  long-term  timber  sale  contracts,  and  that  the  SEIS  was 
programmatic.  Satisfying  the  APC  contract  requirements  is  a valid  action  for  the  project 
covered  by  this  SEIS.  Please  see  the  SEIS  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  and  Appendix  B-l 
(AA6),  responses  to  Concerns  1 through  4.  NEPA  does  not  require  that  an  EIS  be  labelled 
"site-specific"  to  be  adequate.  According  to  current  case  law,  a "programmatic"  EIS  can  have 
adequate  site-specific  content  to  meet  NEPA  requirements  for  project  clearance. 
Nevertheless,  the  Phase  II  SEIS  does  lay  out  unit  and  road  alternatives  in  the  Forest.  The 
volume  contained  in  the  units  proposed  is  constrained  by  the  purpose  of  the  EIS:  to  meet 
contractual  obligations  with  APC.  Even  if  APC  does  not  harvest  all  of  the  units  proposed, 
the  site-specific  impacts  of  their  harvest  is  evaluated  in  the  SEIS.  Also  see  Theme  Response 
4 for  more  information  on  the  site-specificity  requirements  of  the  SEIS  and  how  these 
requirements  are  met. 

230-7 

Your  comment  suggests  that  because  APC  has  cut  only  48  percent  of  the  timber  it  has 
requested  from  the  Forest  Service,  it  would  be  more  relevant  for  the  SEIS  to  evaluate  the 
impacts  of  anticipated  harvest  levels,  rather  than  the  levels  called  for  in  the  long-term 
contracts. 

The  purpose  of  the  action  for  which  this  SEIS  has  been  prepared  is  to  satisfy  APC  contractual 
requirements,  not  to  predict  APC’s  ability  or  actions.  Actual  site-specific  impacts  may  be  less 
than  the  total  projected  in  the  SEIS  if,  for  instance,  all  projected  harvest  does  not  occur.  This 
does  not,  however,  render  invalid  the  projected  impacts  of  meeting  the  contract  requirements, 
nor  does  it  make  the  prediction  of  impacts  from  past  performance  "impossible".  APC’s  ability 
to  perform  is  a function  of  the  market  value  for  forest  products  and  their  commitment  of 
logging  equipment  and  personnel.  For  example,  APC  could  bring  in  additional  equipment 
and  personnel  and  increase  their  current  logging  capacity.  Also  see  our  response  to  Comment 
230-6. 


230-8 

For  corrections  of  the  discrepancies  in  Phase  I and  Phase  II  maps  of  the  Kook  Lake  Plan  View 
VCU  239,  please  see  the  maps  included  with  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  documents.  A complete 
set  of  Unit  Cards  with  maps  are  also  included  with  the  Final  Phase  II  SEIS  in  Appendix  A- 
1. 
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230-9 

We  strongly  disagree  with  your  claim  that  the  Forest  Service  "circumvented  the  public 
involvement  process".  The  Forest  Service  adequately  solicited  and  considered  the  concerns 
of  the  public  and  agencies  throughout  the  SEIS  process.  See  Theme  Response  1. 

In  the  Phase  II  SEIS,  the  Forest  Service  provided  responses  to  those  Phase  I public  and  agency 
comments  pertaining  to  the  Phase  II  analysis  (See  Draft  SEIS  Appendix  B-l  for  Analysis 
Areas  2 and  6,  and  Appendix  B-3  for  Analysis  Areas  3 and  12).  These  responses  were  aimed 
at  helping  readers  better  understand  the  Phase  II  document.  All  of  the  Phase  I comments 
will  be  addressed  in  the  Final  Phase  I SEIS,  as  is  required  by  NEPA. 

Information  on  the  process  and  scope  of  the  SEIS,  and  the  relationship  among  the  Phase  II, 
the  Phase  I and  other  documents,  is  presented  in  Chapter  1 of  the  Phase  II  SEIS. 

230-10 

We  explain  why  modification  of  the  APC  Long-Term  Timber  Sale  Contract  as  suggested  is 
not  a reasonable  alternative  for  the  SEIS  are  provided  in  Appendix  B-l  (AA6),  Concerns  1- 
4. 

230-11 

Your  comment  points  out  that  the  SEIS  analysis  areas  are  larger  than  those  used  in  the  TLMP. 
The  SEIS  analysis  area  is  identified  as  the  "relevant  geographic  area"  for  analysis,  as  allowed 
by  TLMP  (1986d).  Draft  SEIS  Appendix  B-l  (AA6),  Concern  5,  explains  how  and  why  the 
analysis  area  boundaries  were  selected.  In  summary,  alternatives  were  presented  by  analysis 
area  to  maintain  continuity  in  transportation  systems  and  administrative  site  such  as  logging 
camps  and  log  transfer  facilities.  The  analysis  areas  encompass  common  transportation 
infrastructure  and  facilities  and  administrative  sites  that  will  be  used  intermittently 
throughout  the  rotation.  The  VCU  boundaries  and  designations  have  been  maintained, 
allowing  the  SEIS  to  be  tiered  to  previous  planning  documents. 

An  SEIS  "analysis  area"  is  a combination  of  one  or  more  TLMP  "management  areas". 
Nevertheless,  the  formation  of  analysis  areas  in  the  SEIS  does  not  make  the  SEIS  less  site- 
specific.  Impact  analysis  of  the  alternatives  was  conducted  by  VCU.  Mitigation  measures 
were  established  for  each  harvest  unit  and  the  roads  associated  with  those  units  (see  Unit 
Cards,  Final  SEIS  Appendix  A-l). 

Socioeconomic  and  subsistence  impacts  are  more  logically  discussed  by  analysis  area  than  by 
VCU  or  management  area.  Those  subsistence  users  generally  use  more  than  one  VCU  as  their 
subsistence  resource.  Similarly,  socioeconomic  effects  are  felt  over  a larger  area  than  a VCU 
or  management  area.  Apparently  some  of  those  reviewing  the  documents  found  the  outline 
for  the  Subsistence  and  Socioeconomic  sections  used  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEISs  confusing. 
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In  response  to  this  confusion,  we  have  the  revised  Chapter  4 Subsistence  and  Socioeconomics 
sections  and  included  an  evaluation  of  resource  impacts  by  VCU  for  these  resources  as  well. 

230-12 

This  comment  on  the  Forest  Service’s  planning  process  does  not  appear  to  be  relevant  to  the 
Phase  II  document  and  the  current  situation,  but  pertains  to  the  purpose  of  the  original  EISs 
and  the  Phase  I document.  We  disagree  with  the  interpretation  presented  in  these  comments. 
Please  see  Theme  Response  6 for  an  explanation  of  the  planning  process,  the  relationship 
among  the  various  planning  documents,  and  how  the  supplement  process  is  consistent  with 
NEPA  and  TLMP. 

230-13 

While  it  is  true  that  65  percent  of  the  operable  CFL  in  VCU  402  will  theoretically  be  available 
for  harvest,  logistical  constraints  and  concern  for  the  protection  of  other  resources  led  us  to 
the  decision  not  to  consider  the  removal  of  additional  timber  volume  from  this  VCU  in  this 
SEIS. 

Virtually  all  of  the  existing  roads  in  VCU  420  are  contained  within  two  watersheds,  Brown’s 
Creek  and  Rowan’s  Creek.  Both  are  important  fish  streams,  and  harvest  activity  in  both  of 
these  watersheds  approaches  the  threshold  of  concern  for  water  quality.  (A  discussion  of  the 
threshold  of  concern  for  water  quality  in  A A 12  begins  on  page  27  in  Chapter  4,  Draft  SEIS). 

Although  there  is  considerable  remaining  CFL  in  these  watersheds,  we  believe  that  fish,  soil, 
wildlife,  and  visual  resources  would  benefit  most  by  allowing  previously  harvested  areas  to 
recover  before  scheduling  further  harvest. 

A significant  portion  of  VCU  402  drains  into  minor  watersheds  which  flow  directly  into 
Rowan  Bay  and  Chatham  Strait.  Access  to  timber  in  these  areas  would  require  road 
construction  that  has  yet  to  be  analyzed,  and  such  analysis  would  require  considerable  time. 
Time  constraints  result  from  our  obligation  to  fulfill  the  contractual  agreement  within  the 
time  frame  of  the  1986-90  Operating  Period. 

Conversely,  the  impact  of  road  construction  in  the  Three  Mile  Arm  and  No  Name  Bay  areas 
had  already  been  analyzed  in  previous  EISs  for  the  APC  1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating 
Periods.  This  made  these  areas  logical  candidates  for  road  construction  and  harvest  proposals 
in  this  EIS.  Road  construction  analysis  for  three  currently  developed  VCUs  (399,  400,  and 
421)  was  analyzed,  but  time  did  not  allow  for  such  analysis  for  VCU  402. 

230-14 

We  responded  to  your  concern  that  the  Long-Term  Timber  Sale  Contracts  narrow  the  range 
of  the  alternatives  in  our  answer  to  Comment  230-6. 
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Satisfying  the  APC  contract  is  a valid  purpose  of  the  action  covered  by  this  SEIS.  The 
logistical  constraints  of  the  alternatives  were  discussed  in  the  Phase  I Draft  SEIS,  as  well  as 
in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS,  Appendix  B-l  (AA6).  The  Phase  I Final  SEIS  contains  additional 
information  on  this  topic,  as  does  this  document  under  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process. 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  changes  such  as  those  suggested  to  the  APC  Long-Term 
Timber  Sale  Contract  can  be  made  within  the  context  of  this  NEPA  document.  APC  has 
shown  no  willingness  to  negotiate  such  changes  to  their  50-year  contract  at  this  time,  and 
contract  changes  must  be  bilateral  (See  Phase  II  SEIS,  Appendix  B-l  (AA6),  responses  to 
Concerns  1-4). 

230-15 

We  disagree  with  your  opinion  that  multiple-use  management  objectives  do  not  apply  to  the 
APC  Contract  area. 

The  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (1979)  established  Land  Use  Designations  (LUDs).  The 
LUDs  classes  I through  IV  designate  management  emphasis  ranging  from  Wilderness  to 
commodity  resource  management  for  each  VCU  on  the  Forest.  Also  in  TLMP  and  within  the 
LUD  classes,  specific  management  objectives  have  been  established  for  non-timber  resources. 
For  example.  Visual  Quality  Objectives  (VQOs)  have  been  established  to  manage  the  visual 
resource.  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  classes  to  manage  the  recreation  and 
Wilderness  resources,  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Units  (AHMU)  to  manage  the  stream 
and  fisheries  resources. 

The  SEIS  is  consistent  with  these  management  objectives.  Chapter  3 of  each  Phase  II  SEIS 
document  presents  the  existing  acreage  in  each  ROS  class  and  visual  condition  class,  and  the 
VQOs  assigned  to  each  VCU.  It  also  summarizes  the  miles  of  Class  I and  Class  II  streams  and 
the  percent  logged  within  each  VCU.  Chapter  4 reports  the  change  in  ROS  and  visual 
condition  classes  expected  to  result  from  the  alternatives,  as  well  as  the  alternatives’ 
consistency  with  the  VQOs.  It  also  shows  the  miles  of  AHMU  Class  I and  Class  II  streams 
affected  by  harvest  units  and  roads.  These  figures  are  then  checked  for  their  consistency  with 
TLMP  objectives  (1979,  1986d).  The  pending  LUD  class  would  help  determine  what  action 
should  take  place,  should  a proposed  activity  be  inconsistent.  Potential  action  may  include 
eliminating  the  activity  from  the  alternative,  utilizing  mitigation  measures  to  eliminate 
potential  significant  impacts  and  to  achieve  the  management  objectives,  or  allowing  a 
deviation  from  the  management  objective  when  the  activity  is  proposed  on  LUD  IV  lands  in 
which  commodity  values  are  emphasized.  For  those  units  proposed  by  the  alternatives, 
mitigation  measures  are  indicated  on  the  Unit  Cards  included  in  Appendix  C-l  (A A3  and 
AA6)  and  Appendix  C-2  (AA2  and  AA12)  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  and  Appendix  A-l  in  the 
FSEIS. 
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230-16 

We  disagree  with  your  comment  that  Land  Use  Designation  (LUD)  III  areas  have  been 
managed  the  same  way  as  LUD  IV  areas. 

Timber  harvest  is  allowed  in  both  LUDs  III  and  IV,  but  amenity  values  are  emphasized  in 
LUD  III  areas,  while  commodity  values  are  emphasized  in  LUD  IV  area.  Furthermore,  six 
entries  are  planned  throughout  the  120-year  rotation  in  LUD  III  areas,  while  only  4 entries 
are  planned  in  LUD  IV  areas.  Chapter  2,  Effectiveness  Comparison,  evaluates  how  well  each 
of  the  alternatives  meets  the  intent  of  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  classifications.  We  are 
unable  to  comment  further  on  your  example  because  it  lacks  a specific  reference. 

230-17 

In  response  to  your  concern  about  monitoring,  the  Forest  Service  has  conducted  monitoring 
of  logging  operations.  Please  see  the  Monitoring  section  within  Theme  Response  6 on  the 
planning  process. 

230-18 

To  answer  your  concern  that  the  socioeconomic  analysis  in  the  Draft  SEIS  was  inadequate, 
please  see  the  revised  Socioeconomics  sections  in  Chapters  3 and  4 in  all  of  the  Final  Phase 
II  SEISs. 

230-19 

We  disagree  with  this  comment,  which  states  that  the  Forest  Service’s  Economic  Comparison 
section  in  Chapter  2 is  deficient.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present  economic 
information  on  how  each  of  the  alternatives  would  affect  APC.  Mill  employment  resulting 
from  timber  from  other  sources  is  not  an  issue  in  this  section,  but  is  discussed  in  the  revised 
Socioeconomic  section  in  Chapter  4,  Phase  II  Final  SEIS.  In  response  to  the  argument  that 
jobs  and  wages  resulting  from  the  alternatives  are  overestimated  because  the  timber  volume 
represents  a theoretical  maximum,  see  our  response  to  Comment  230-  7.  The  Forest  Service’s 
costs  to  administer  the  contract  are  not  an  issue  to  this  project  proposal,  nor  is  it  within  the 
purpose  and  need  of  the  SEIS  stated  in  Chapter  1.  We  have,  however,  provided  additional 
information  on  the  revenues  and  expenses  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest’s  timber  sale 
program  in  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  K.  Costs  and  benefits  to  non- 
timber related  employment  is  discussed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  of  Chapter  4. 

230-20 

See  Theme  Response  6 for  a definition  of  the  No-Action  Alternative.  For  the  SEIS,  the  No 
Action  Alternative  is  also  entitled  Current  Direction,  which  seems  to  have  caused  some 
confusion.  The  reason  for  naming  the  alternative  this  way  was  that  some  authorized  harvest 
activities  would  continue  to  take  place  during  the  SEIS  process.  Because  the  No  Action 
Alternative  serves  as  a baseline  for  evaluating  impacts,  it  is  important  to  evaluate  those 
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impacts  from  a known  static  level.  The  impacts  of  the  action  alternatives  were  compared  to 
the  condition  at  the  time  the  ROD  is  to  become  effective. 

The  definition  of  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  is  also  the  same  for  all  analysis  areas. 
For  Analysis  Areas  2,  6,  and  12,  the  effect  of  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  would  be 
the  same  as  for  the  No  Action/Current  Direction  Alternative.  This  has  been  explained  on 
pages  2-3  through  2-5  of  the  AA2,  AA6,  and  AA12  Draft  Phase  II  SEISs.  The  effect  of  the 
No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  would  not  be  the  same  as  the  No  Action/Current  Direction 
Alternative  for  Analysis  Area  3.  See  pages  2-3  and  2-22  of  the  Draft  Phase  II  SEIS  for  AA3 
for  descriptions  of  these  alternatives. 

230-21 

The  purpose  of  the  SEIS  is  described  in  Chapter  1 of  each  SEIS.  The  purpose  was  not  to 
"remedy  procedural  flaws  affecting  the  entire  EIS  process",  but  to  address  the  issues  and 
concerns  brought  out  in  Tenakee  v.  Courtright  and  Hanlon  v.  Barton,  while  satisfying  the 
contractual  requirements  of  the  APC  contract.  See  the  previous  response  to  Comment  230- 
20  for  information  on  the  intent  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

230-22 

Presenting  an  alternative  that  cancels  the  contracts  or  which  does  not  meet  contract  volume 
requirements  clearly  does  not  meet  the  stated  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  action.  The 
object  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  meet  contractual  requirements,  not  to  cancel  or  change 
them.  Contracts  are  legally  enforceable  in  a court  of  law.  Therefore,  we  chose  not  to  further 
evaluate  action  alternatives  that  change  the  contract  or  otherwise  fail  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  of  the  proposed  action.  Cancellation  of  the  Contract  was  considered,  but  not  evaluated 
further. 

230-23 

The  Supplement  and  the  1986-90  FEIS  do  indeed  use  different  planning  horizons.  The  1986- 
90  FEIS  used  a longer  planning  horizon  to  predict  long-term  environmental  effects  to  2080 
(the  end  of  the  first  rotation).  The  SEIS  evaluates  effects  to  2011,  the  end  of  the  APC 
contract,  as  being  reasonably  foreseeable,  and  tiers  to  the  1986-90  FEIS  for  longer  term 
evaluations.  See  pages  229-307  in  the  1986-90  FEIS. 

230-24 

Your  comment  suggests  that  sediment  was  the  only  water  quality  standard  considered  in 
formulating  the  alternatives:  In  stating  our  intent  to  " ...meet  State  water  quality  standards, 
especially  with  reference  to  sediment",  the  word  "especially"  simply  recognizes  that  sediment 
is  a key  water  quality  standard  that  will  be  acutely  considered  along  with  the  other  State  water 
quality  standards,  including  turbidity  and  temperature.  Section  2 of  the  AHMU  Handbook 
lists  the  Forest  Service’s  objectives  for  water  quality. 
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230-25 

The  comment  argues  that  the  No  Action/Current  Direction  and  No  Further  Action 
alternatives  should  not  be  combined  for  Analysis  Area  2,  6 and  12,  and  it  questions  why 
Analysis  Area  3 is  not  treated  this  way.  For  our  response  to  this  please  refer  to  our  response 
to  Comment  230-20  and  Theme  Response  6. 

Alternative  1 assumes  that  the  allowable  harvest  that  is  currently  authorized  to  proceed  will 
have  been  completed  by  the  time  the  ROD  is  issued  for  the  SEIS.  The  logging  that  continues 
during  the  SEIS  process  was  approved  by  the  issuance  of  the  1986-90  FEIS  and  ROD  and 
authorized  to  proceed  under  court  review,  and  is  therefore  legal.  As  is  stated  in  Chapter  2, 
page  2-5  (AA2),  selection  of  Alternative  1 would  have  a high  probability  of  causing  the 
Federal  government  to  breach  contractual  obligations  to  APC. 

230-26 

Your  comment  claims  that  the  analysis  of  the  effects  upon  wildlife  habitat  is  generic  rather 
than  site  specific,  and  that  it  does  not  distinguish  between  high-  and  low-  valued  habitat  and 
accessible  and  inaccessible  wildlife.  This  portion  of  Chapter  2 is  intended  to  provide  a 
summary  of  how  the  alternatives  compare  in  their  effect  on  wildlife  habitat.  A detailed 
description  of  the  wildlife  habitat  analysis  is  provided  in  Chapter  4,  pp.  7-21  (AA2), 
including  a site-specific  analysis  by  VCU  and  information  on  indicator  species  and  critical 
habitat  types.  See  the  revised  Wildlife  section  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Final  Phase  II  SEIS. 

230-27 

The  comment  refers  to  the  summary  of  the  effects  of  proposed  harvest  on  subsistence  uses 
in  Chapter  2 of  all  four  analysis  areas.  It  argues  that  the  conclusion  in  each  document  is 
unsubstantiated  for  a number  of  reasons.  Because  the  purpose  of  this  portion  of  Chapter  2 
is  to  provide  a comparative  summary  of  impacts,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  substantiate 
the  conclusions  presented  in  this  portion  of  the  document.  We  also  state  in  our  Chapter  2 
discussion  that  our  conclusions  are  based  on  existing  data  and  that  subsistence  hearings  will 
take  place  and  the  results  will  be  considered  in  our  final  analysis  and  conclusions.  Our  site- 
specific  analysis  and  conclusions  on  subsistence  issues,  including  the  results  of  the  Subsistence 
Hearings,  is  provided  in  Chapter  4 of  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS.  Some  related  issues  are  also 
addressed  in  Theme  Response  5. 

For  Analysis  Areas  3 and  6,  the  comment  refers  to  our  conclusion  on  page  2-104  (AA3)  and 
2-107  (AA6)  as  "minor  or  no  effects".  We  would  like  to  point  out  that  our  conclusion  for 
Analysis  Area  3 refers  only  to  Alternative  2,  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative,  and  for 
Analysis  Area  6,  Alternatives  1 (the  No  Action/Current  Direction  Alternative),  2,  and  7.  We 
go  on  to  conclude  that  the  remaining  alternatives  could  potentially  affect  key  subsistence 
wildlife  species.  Once  again,  see  Chapter  4 of  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  for  our  final 
conclusions  on  all  of  the  alternatives  based  on  analysis  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings. 
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230-28 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  implication  that  ANILCA  does  not  provide  for  timber 
harvest.  Section  810  of  ANILCA  does,  however,  require  analysis  of  the  effects  harvest  on 
subsistence  users.  See  Chapter  4 of  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  for  the  results  of  the  Forest 
Service’s  analysis  on  the  effects  of  harvest  and  roadbuilding  on  subsistence  users.  See  also 
our  response  to  Sealaska  Corporation’s  letter. 

230-29 

The  comment  claims  that  the  Forest  Service  did  not  develop  site-specific  mitigation  measures 
or  evaluate  trade-offs  among  the  various  impacts  that  can  be  mitigated.  Descriptions  of 
mitigation  in  the  text  are  general  to  cover  all  disciplines  and  provide  the  reviewer  with  those 
mitigation  options  that  are  available.  The  Unit  Cards,  included  as  Appendices  C-l  (A A3  and 
AA6)  and  C-2  (AA2  and  AA12)in  the  Draft  SEIS,  and  as  Appendix  A-l  in  the  FSEIS, 
provide  site-specific  mitigation  measures  planned  for  each  harvest  unit  and  how  the 
mitigation  is  expected  to  affect  impacts.  Trade-off  among  impacts  is  apparent  by  evaluating 
the  mitigation  measures  proposed  and  the  residual  impacts.  In  general,  the  Forest  Service 
would  apply  all  possible  mitigation  measures  to  eliminate  significant  impacts.  When  a conflict 
in  resource  use  occurs,  LUD  classes  are  used  as  a basis  for  prioritizing  impacts. 

230-30 

We  disagree  that  information  on  timber  harvest  modifications  is  inadquate.  Appendix  C-3  in 
the  Draft  SEIS  provides  a summary  table  of  unit  modifications  by  unit  number  for  Analysis 
Areas  2,  3,  and  6.  The  table  includes  acres  proposed  for  harvest  in  the  EIS,  actual  acres 
harvested,  the  difference  between  proposed  and  harvested,  whether  the  addition  or  deletion 
of  acres  was  old  growth  habitat,  the  reason  for  the  modification,  and  the  resulting  change  in 
impact.  See  Theme  Response  6 for  information  on  why  unit  modifications  take  place,  their 
subjectivity  to  the  NEPA  process,  and  which  modifications  require  specific  NEPA  action. 
Unit  Cards  that  were  excluded  from  the  Draft  EIS  have  been  included  in  the  FEIS. 

230-31 

We  have  not  overstated  the  long-term  benefits  of  precommercial  thinning  by  claiming  that 
significant  wildlife  habitat  improvements  can  be  sustained  over  the  100  year  rotation. 
Precommercial  thinning  is  relatively  new  in  Southeast  Alaska  and  long-term  data  on  the 
benefits  of  this  technique  do  not  exist  (see  AA12,  page  4-70,  #10).  The  Forest  Service  thins 
second  growth  stands  in  an  attempt  to  provide  some  of  the  benefits  of  old  growth  habitat 
conditions. 

230-32 

We  disagree  that  our  wildlife  impacts  analysis  is  not  adequate.  This  analysis  has  to  address 
a specific  land  area  (habitat)  or  population  (species).  Acres  of  each  wildlife  habitat  type 
impacted  by  each  harvest  unit  are  documented  on  the  Unit  Cards.  The  SEIS  summarizes  this 
information  by  VCU  for  ease  in  comparing  the  alternatives.  Within  the  SEIS  habitat  types, 
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such  as  beach  fringe,  streamside  riparian,  and  forested,  have  been  quantified  within  each 
VCU.  In  response  to  public  comment,  the  Forest  Service  has  done  some  further  analysis  of 
wildlife  impacts.  See  the  revised  wildlife  section  in  Chapter  4 of  each  Final  Phase  II  SEIS 
document. 

230-33 

The  comment  indicates  confusion  about  the  visual  resources  sections  of  the  documents 
(Chapters  3 and  4).  To  clarify.  Existing  Visual  Condition  (EVC)  is  shown  in  acres  for  each 
VCU  in  the  Analysis  Area  (Table  3-22,  AA2).  Definitions  for  each  EVC  class  are  provided 
in  the  glossary.  The  existing  visual  inventory  for  the  Analysis  Area  consists  of  the  EVC  class 
acreages,  which  must  be  updated  as  activities  occur  on  the  Forest  that  alter  its  visual 
condition.  Furthermore,  the  EVC  provides  a basis  for  evaluating  change  expected  to  result 
from  planned  activities. 

The  Visual  Quality  Objectives  (VQO)  are  also  defined  in  the  glossary  of  the  SEIS.  They 
provide  acreage  goals  for  management  of  the  visual  resource.  VQOs  range  from  maximum 
modification  to  preservation,  and  consider  other  resource  values,  such  as  timber  and  the 
planned  management  direction  of  TLMP. 

The  proposed  action  alternatives  would  be  expected  to  alter  the  visual  resource.  The  changes 
in  visual  condition  (Table  4-18,  AA2)  indicate  how  each  alternative  would  affect  the  visual 
resource  in  the  Analysis  Area.  The  changes  in  visual  condition  should  be  compared  to  the 
EVC  acreage  displayed  in  Chapter  2.  In  addition,  the  deviation  or  consistency  of  the  planned 
action  with  the  VQO  is  described  by  VCU  in  the  text.  It  is  not  always  possible  for  planned 
management  activities  to  meet  all  the  assigned  VQOs.  In  LUD  III  areas  were  amenity  values, 
including  visual  quality,  are  the  priority,  while  in  LUD  IV  areas  commodity  values  take 
precedence. 

230-34 

For  Analysis  Area  12,  the  comment  states  that,  "The  conclusion  that  minimal  impacts  will 
occur  to  subsistence  resources  from  further  logging  cannot  be  substantiated."  However,  we 
do  not  come  to  this  conclusion  in  the  SEIS.  We  state  in  the  SEIS  is  that  "...the  effects  analysis 
for  wildlife  indicates  that  timber  harvest  and  road  construction  activities  proposed  under 
Alternatives  1,  2,  4,  and  5 will  have  minor  or  no  effect  on  the  availability  of  wildlife 
subsistence  resources  for  the  users  from  the  primary-use  communities".  Our  conclusion 
applies  only  to  the  proposed  action  under  Alternatives  1,  2,  4,  and  5,  rather  than  to  "further 
logging"  as  your  comment  states,  and  we  conclude  that  actions  proposed  under  these 
alternatives  will  result  in  little  or  no  effect  on  the  availability  of  wildlife  subsistence  resources 
for  use  by  subsistence  communities. 
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Our  conclusion  is  based  on  our  analysis  of  the  effects  on  wildlife  and  is  tentative  until  data 
from  the  Subsistence  Hearings  is  evaluated.  Please  see  Theme  Response  5 and  revised 
subsistence  sections  in  the  Final  Phase  II SEIS  for  our  final  conclusions,  including  those  which 
incorporate  issues  discussed  at  the  Subsistence  Hearings. 

For  all  of  the  analysis  areas,  see  Theme  Response  9 for  additional  information  on  deer  habitat 
capability  models.  See  Chapter  4,  Final  Phase  II  SEISs  for  our  final  conclusions  pertaining 
to  wildlife  and  subsistence,  which  are  based  on  our  final  effects  analysis  and  results  of  the 
subsistence  hearings.  Additional  information  on  wildlife  and  subsistence  is  also  presented  in 
Theme  Responses  5,  7,  and  8.  In  regard  to  your  comment  on  the  "arbitrarily  shortened" 
reasonable  foreseeable  future  time  frame,  see  our  response  to  Comment  230-23. 

230-35 

The  purpose  of  the  section  on  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  is  to 
discuss  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources  of  the  alternatives.  Under  all  of  the  action 
alternatives,  some  mature  and  overmature  stands  would  be  removed.  Mature  and  overmature 
stands  are  renewable  and  will  replace  themselves  should  harvest  discontinue.  The  Forest 
Service  does  recognize  the  wildlife  habitat  and  recreation  values  associated  with  mature  and 
overmature  stands  and  has  set  aside  some  of  this  resource  to  be  preserved  in  Wilderness  and 
replenished  in  extended  rotations.  Because  mature  and  overmature  forest  stands  are 
considered  a renewable  resource,  however,  their  impact  from  the  alternatives  is  discussed 
earlier  in  Chapter  4 (pages  4-51  through  4-54  in  AA6,  4-69  through  4-71  in  A A3,  4-43 
through  4-45  in  AA2,  and  4-47  through  4-49  in  AA12).  We  agree  that  the  section  of  the 
Draft  SEIS  which  addressed  the  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  needed 
to  be  refined  and  expanded.  We  have  done  both  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

230-36 

As  we  stated  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS,  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative,  if 
extended  for  long  periods  of  time,  would  result  in  loss  of  the  economic  value  of  the  existing 
stand.  This  is  not  to  say  that  future  stands  on  those  sites  would  not  have  similar  value, 
assuming  a market  for  the  timber  exists  in  the  future. 

Please  see  the  Final  SEIS  for  a revised  and  expanded  analysis  of  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources. 

230-37 

We  disagree  with  your  statement  that  in  Analysis  Areas  2,3,  and  12,  fisheries  enhancement 
is  an  irreversible  and  irrecoverable  commitment  of  resources  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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The  SEIS  states  that  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  terminate  the  opportunity  for  potential 
fisheries  habitat  enhancement  through  the  balance  of  the  plan  period,  1990.  Once 
management  activity  is  allowed  to  resume  in  the  area,  the  opportunity  for  potential  fisheries 
habitat  enhancement  would  resume  as  well. 

230-38 

Several  of  our  previous  responses  have  addressed  the  relationship  between  the  Phase  I and 
Phase  II  documents,  and  the  issue  of  public  involvement.  We  have  discussed  the  relationship 
between  Phase  I SEIS,  Phase  II  SEIS,  and  previous  planning  documents  in  Theme  Response 
6 on  the  planning  process.  The  role  of  public  involvement  in  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  process 
is  addressed  as  Theme  Response  1.  In  summary,  public  comments  on  the  Draft  Phase  I SEIS 
relevant  to  the  scope  of  the  Draft  Phase  II  SEIS  were  considered  and  specifically  addressed 
in  B-3  (AA12). 

230-39 

The  comment  recognizes  a difference  in  reported  land  acreages  in  the  Tongass  Land 
Management  Plan  (TLMP)  Amendment  and  the  SEIS  for  Analysis  Areas  3,  6 and  12.  The 
land  area  classified  as  Analysis  Area  12  in  the  SEIS  is  not  the  same  as  the  Analysis  Area  12 
in  the  TLMP  amendment.  Portions  of  VCUs  427  and  428  are  outside  of  the  APC  Contract 
Area  and  therefore  were  not  considered  in  the  SEIS  Analysis  Area  12  evaluation.  For 
Analysis  Areas  3 and  6,  the  SEIS  reported  approximate  total  acreage  of  the  analysis  area, 
while  the  TLMP  amendment  reported  National  Forest  land  acres  only. 

230-40 

The  Forest  Service  believes  that  it  has  adequately  addressed  the  issues  which  were  the  bases 
of  the  administrative  appeals.  As  is  stated  in  Chapter  1 (p.  1-19  A A6;  p.1-18  in  A A2,  A A 1 2), 
the  Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT)  reviewed  and  considered  the  reasons  for  appeal  prior  to 
preparing  the  Draft  Phase  II  SEIS.  The  reasons  for  appeal  are  included  in  the  documents  as 
Appendix  B-4  (AA12).  By  responding  to  the  issues  identified  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  v. 
Courtright  Memorandum  and  Order  and  the  Settlement  Agreement  (Appendix  A-2,  Draft 
SEIS),  as  well  as  issues  raised  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton , we  believe  we  have  adequately  addressed 
the  issues  of  the  administrative  appeals  as  well. 

230-41 

Your  comment  suggests  that  Wilderness,  visual,  and  recreational  resources  are  not  adequately 
analyzed,  but  refers  to  Chapter  2,  Comparison  of  Impacts,  which  is  intended  to  summarize 
the  impacts  analysis  presented  in  detail  in  Chapter  4.  The  reader  should  refer  to  Chapters  3 
and  4 for  information  on  specific  management  objectives  and  how  well  the  alternatives  meet 
these  objectives. 
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To  clarify:  the  Visual  Quality  Objectives  (VQO)  and  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS) 
classes  are  the  specific  management  objectives  for  visual  and  recreation  resources, 
respectively.  The  Pristine  and  Semi-Primitive  Roadless  ROS  designation  is  used  to  classify 
Wilderness  and  potential  Wilderness  resources.  See  the  visual  and  recreation  resources  sections 
of  Chapters  3 and  4 for  VQO  and  ROS  classifications  for  each  VCU. 

A major  purpose  of  constructing  forest  roads  is  to  provide  access  to  and  from  the  harvest 
units.  Our  statement  that  roads  will  increase  recreational  access  to  the  interior  regions  is  true. 
We  also  recognize  in  the  SEIS  that  current  recreational  use  of  roads  is  low  in  the  APC 
Contract  Area,  especially  Analysis  Areas  12  (see  Chapter  3,  Recreation:  current  use).  We  have 
not  proposed  road  construction  for  the  purpose  of  recreational  use,  nor  have  we  claimed  that 
additional  roads  will  necessarily  improve  recreation  opportunities. 

230-42 

Your  comment  expresses  concern  at  the  use  of  non-standard  logging  systems  in  Analysis 
Areas  3 and  12.  Standard  logging  systems  include  not  only  the  highlead,  but  the  slackline, 
running  skyline  and  standing  skyline  as  well.  Nonstandard  systems  include  helicopter  logging 
and  the  long-span  skyline.  Alternatives  1,  3,  4 and  5 for  Analysis  Area  3 propose  use  of  a 
combination  of  highlead  and  short/intermediate  span  skyline  systems  for  the  remainder  of 
the  1986-90  APC  period  (see  Tables  2-4,  2-6,  2-8  and  2-10).  All  of  the  action  alternatives 
for  Analysis  Area  6 propose  use  of  standard  systems  including  highlead  and  skyline  (see 
Tables  2-2  and  2-4).  These  systems  are  appropriate  for  the  harvest  units  proposed  in  the 
SEIS.  The  purpose  of  employing  systems  other  than  highlead  is  not  to  fulfill  an  arbitrary 
quota,  but  to  mitigate  significant  damage  to  hazard  soils  and  other  resources. 

230-43 

In  response  to  your  concern  that  the  wildlife  evaluation  does  not  use  the  best  available 
information  in  Analysis  areas  3,  6,  and  12,  please  see  Theme  Response  9 for  support  of  our 
use  of  specific  data  bases,  assumptions  and  models  for  the  SEIS.  Our  discussion  in  Chapter 
3,  pages  26-35  (AA3),  pages  16-20  (AA6),  and  pages  32-46  (AA12),  does  discuss  the 
importance  of  various  habitat  types  to  specific  wildlife  species.  It  also  identifies  those 
habitats  which  are  most  important  to  deer  during  severe,  moderate  and  mild  winters. 

Table  4-30  (AA12)  indicates  that  through  201 1,  3,047  acres  (68  percent)  of  the  deer  winter 
range  in  VCU  402  will  remain.  We  do  not  understand  how  the  SEIS  text  "implies  that  in  the 
next  sixty  years  most  of  the  existing  old-growth  deer  winter  range  will  be  logged,"  as  your 
comment  claims. 
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230-44 

Our  assumption  states,  "Second  growth  stands  within  deer  winter  range  would  be  managed  to 
provide  cover  and  forage."  We  have  not  assumed  a long-term  sustainable  food  supply  for  deer 
on  an  acre-by-acre  basis.  The  second  growth  stands  in  their  various  stages  of  succession 
throughout  the  forest  are  expected  to  provide  cover  and  forage  for  deer.  This  assumption, 
however,  applies  to  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future.  The  actual  amount  of  cover  and 
forage  available  at  any  given  time  will  depend  on  the  distribution,  amount  and  timing  of 
future  harvest  activities.  Therefore,  cover  and  forage  cannot  be  quantified  in  terms  of 
marginal  value. 

We  would  like  to  evaluate  and  respond  to  "recent  research"  cited  in  the  comment,  but  a full 
reference  was  not  provided. 

230-45 

We  do  not  assume  that  all  commercial  forest  lands  (CFL)  in  Analysis  Areas  3 and  12  are 
equally  subject  to  impacts.  Our  assumption  states  that  operable  CFL  is  equally  subject  to 
impacts,  not  that  these  acres  are  subject  to  equal  impacts,  as  was  apparently  interpreted  by 
the  commentator.  This  is  a reasonable  assumption  when  applied  to  long-term  and  cumulative 
impacts  analysis.  Logically,  potential  long-term  activities  are  not  planned  to  the  same  site- 
specific  detail  as  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  long-term  impacts  analysis  cannot  be  as  site 
specific  as  the  impact  analysis  of  the  proposed  action.  The  intent  of  the  assumption  is  to 
recognize  that  logging  any  given  area  of  operable  CFL  is  likely  to  result  in  impacts  upon 
various  resources. 

230-46 

We  address  the  issues  of  monitoring  and  riparian  protection  in  both  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 
Also  see  the  Unit  Cards  ( Draft  SEIS  C-l  for  AA’s  3 and  6,  and  C-2  for  AA’s  2 and  12;  Final 
SEIS  Appendix  A-l)  for  site-specific  application  of  appropriate  buffer  strips. 

230-47 

The  impacts  evaluation  can  only  be  as  site  specific  as  the  plans  they  evaluate.  Because  long- 
term plans  are  not  made  site  specific  until  actual  proposed  actions  are  scheduled,  the  long- 
term and  cumulative  effects  analyses  are  not  site  specific.  Long-term  and  cumulative  effects, 
however,  are  based  on  the  Multi-Entry  Layout  Planning  (MELP)  process  which  assumes 
layout  of  roads  and  harvest  units  in  order  to  estimate  these  effects.  The  MELP  process 
identifies  commercial  forest  land,  logging  systems,  and  road  networks  required  to  manage  the 
timber  resources  of  each  VCU  in  Land  Use  Designation  (LUD)  II  and  LUD  IV  categories. 
It  also  considers  high  hazard  soil  conditions,  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat  management 
objectives,  and  management  objectives  relating  to  visual  and  other  resources.  The  MELP 
process  information  is  available  for  public  review  in  the  Chatham  Area  office  and  can  also 
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be  obtained  at  cost  through  the  mail.  Because  the  MELP  data  is  voluminous,  those  who  wish 
to  order  it  may  wish  to  review  the  materials  first.  See  Theme  Response  8 for  reasons  why  this 
information  was  not  published  in  the  SEIS. 

230-48 

The  Forest  Service  agrees  with  your  comment  on  the  limitations  of  the  Southeast  Alaska 
Multiresource  Model  SAMM  and  did  not  use  it  to  conduct  analyses  for  the  SEIS. 

230-49 

Your  comment  states  that  our  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  No  Action-Current  Direction 
and  No  Further  Harvest  Alternatives  (Analysis  Area  12)  on  Wrangell  Forest  Products  is 
"grossly  overestimated".  While  the  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  some  of  the  logic  of  your 
comment,  we  also  recognize  that  the  impact  associated  with  the  No-Action  Alternative  is  not 
absolute.  In  response,  we  have  inserted  the  word  "potential"  into  the  statement  in  the  Final 
SEIS. 

230-50 

You  cite  a failure  to  discuss  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  in  the  Chapter  2 section  on 
Comparison  of  Impacts  for  Analysis  Area  12. 

The  purpose  of  Chapter  2 is  to  evaluate  the  proposed  action  alternatives  based  upon  the  data 
reported  in  Chapter  4.  Chapter  4 has  been  modified  to  make  a clearer  distinction  between 
reasonably  foreseeable  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  the 
more  general  long-term  vision  of  the  TLMP  or  other  scenarios.  The  long-term  vision  of 
TLMP  is  not  a proposed  action  under  NEPA  or  CEQ  regulations.  Also  see  Theme  Response 
6 for  additional  information  on  the  planning  process. 

230-51 

The  comment  calls  for  an  explanation  of  the  differences  between  two  Forest  Service  data 
bases,  the  TLMP  data  and  the  MELP  data.  TLMP  data  are  a statistically  valid  data  base  for 
the  Forest-wide  programmatic  planning  decisions  subject  of  the  TLMP  EIS.  These  data  are 
not  statistically  valid  for  any  given  VCU  or  smaller  unit  of  land.  MELP  data  are  not  a timber 
inventory  as  the  comment  suggests,  nor  are  they  the  subject  of  the  ADF&G  letter  referred 
to  in  your  comment.  They  were  not  generated  by  a statistical  sampling  system,  nor  were 
they  intended  to  be.  These  data  do,  however,  contain  timber  stand  observations,  some  of 
which  are  from  local  stand  databases.  It  would  not  be  appropriate  to  interpret  or  expand 
MELP  data  for  use  in  Forest-wide  programmatic  planning,  including  calculating  the 
Allowable  Sale  Quantity  (450  MMBF).  MELP  data  were  presented  as  an  indication  of 
localized  data  in  addition  to  the  Forest-wide  statistically  derived  data  used  in  the  Forest  Plan 
(TLMP).  The  MELP  data  base  is  more  accurate  than  TLMP  for  site-specific  proposed  harvest 
unit  evaluation.  Therefore,  we  have  used  the  MELP  database  for  impacts  analyses  within  a 
VCU. 


RESPONSE:  Letter  230 


Page  17 


230-52 

Socioeconomic  data  was  presented  in  Chapter  3 to  provide  general  background  on  the  current 
situation.  The  Forest  Service  does  not  agree  that  detailed  data  such  as  where  logging 
contractors  spend  their  income  is  needed  to  respond  to  the  purpose  and  need,  or  to  the  issues 
listed  in  Chapter  1 of  the  Phase  I Draft  SEIS.  Nor  is  such  detailed  information  a variable  in 
selecting  an  alternative.  Presenting  this  level  of  data  in  the  SEIS  would  be  inconsistent  with 
CEQ  Guidelines  regarding  the  reduction  of  paperwork  (Section  1500.4).  For  additional 
information,  see  Chapter  3,  Socioeconomics,  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

230-53 

Your  comment  asks  how  further  logging  will  inhibit  the  normal  recovery  of  deer  populations, 
and  asks  when  the  traditional  and  customary  use  of  these  deer  populations  can  continue.  Your 
comment  indicates  some  confusion  about  CEQ-approved  format.  Chapter  3 provides 
information  on  the  current  situation.  For  information  on  impacts  of  logging  to  the  deer,  see 
Chapter  4,  Wildlife  section.  For  information  on  traditional  and  customary  uses  of  the  deer, 
see  the  Chapter  3 and  4 Subsistence  sections.  Decisions  on  deer  hunting  are  the  responsibility 
of  the  ADF&G  and  not  within  the  scope  of  this  project  level  SEIS. 

230-54 

You  request  site-specific  data  on  deer  populations  throughout  the  analysis  area,  but 
unfortunately,  these  data  do  not  exist.  The  Forest  Service  is  responsible  for  managing  wildlife 
habitat,  while  ADF&G  is  responsible  for  managing  the  wildlife  populations,  and  enforcing 
hunting  regulations.  CEQ  Regulations  do  not  require  a specific  level  of  data,  but  state  that 
the  level  needed  is  that  which  enables  the  agency  to  make  a reasoned  choice  among 
alternatives.  Because  the  health  of  wildlife  populations  is  so  strongly  related  to  the  amount 
and  quality  of  available  habitat,  we  evaluate  changes  in  habitat  in  order  to  anticipate  effects 
upon  populations.  ADF&G  is  responsible  for  data  on  deer  populations,  but  they  do  not  have 
those  data  for  all  of  the  VCUs  being  evaluated.  In  the  absence  of  ADF&G  deer  population 
data,  the  Forest  Service  has  used  habitat  capability  models  to  show  existing  habitat  conditions 
by  VCU.  We  discuss  existing  habitat  conditions  in  Chapter  3,  and  discuss  several  habitat 
components,  such  as  elevation,  predation,  and  volume  class,  in  the  Wildlife  Habitat  Model 
Description  and  Evaluation  in  the  DSEIS  Appendix.  More  site-specific  information  on 
habitat  conditions  is  shown  on  the  Unit  Cards.  See  the  revised  subsistence  section  of  the  Final 
SEIS  for  our  final  analysis  of  Subsistence,  which  includes  response  to  public  comment  and 
the  subsistence  Hearings.  Also  see  Theme  Response  5 for  general  information  on  subsistence 


use. 
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230-55 

For  the  information  your  request,Chapter  3,  Subsistence,  presents  the  most  recent  data 
available  (1987)  on  the  demand  for  various  subsistence  resources  for  Kake,  Point  Baker,  and 
Port  Protection  (see  Tables  3-22,  3-23,  and  3-24  (AA12).  No  valid  data  exist  to  accurately 
project  population  expansion  for  these  communities,  and  any  attempts  to  do  so  would  be 
speculative. 

The  comment  refers  to  Chapter  3,  where  information  on  the  existing  condition  is  presented. 
Please  refer  to  Chapter  4 for  information  on  the  affects  of  the  logging  on  future  subsistence 
opportunities.  See  revised  Chapters  3 and  4 Subsistence  sections  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  our 
final  analysis  of  current  subsistence  use  and  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on  subsistence. 
Also  see  Theme  Response  5 for  general  information  on  subsistence. 

230-56 

The  comment  states  that  the  McDowell  Group  Study  (1988)  has  been  criticized  for  its  overly 
simplified  assumptions  and  erroneous  conclusions  concerning  employment  multipliers.  We 
cannot  respond  to  this  criticism  without  further  information  or  references  supporting  this 
point  of  view. 

230-57 

Your  comment  concerns  how  much  operable  CFL  is  remaining  and  "effectively  isolated 
behind  existing  backlines,"  and  the  economic  and  resource  trade-offs  associated  with  harvest 
of  this  CFL  in  the  future. 

Although  Figure  4-2  does  not  explicitly  show  operable  CFL  remaining,  one  can  extrapolate 
that  if,  for  instance,  20  percent  is  logged,  80  percent  remains.  This  information  can  also  be 
calculated  from  Table  4-31  in  the  Draft  Phase  II  SEIS  for  Analysis  Area  12  and  Table  4-31 
in  the  Draft  Phase  I SEIS,  to  which  this  document  is  tiered. 

The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  alternatives. 
The  proposed  action  does  not  include  second  entry  above  existing  backlines.  Scheduling 
second  entry  now  for  harvest  in  the  long-term  future  would  be  premature  and  inconsistent 
with  Regional  Guide  policy,  which  requires  hydrologic  recovery,  maintenance  of  diversity, 
and  consideration  of  harvest  units  to  Class  I,  II,  and  III  streams.  The  economic  considerations 
of  second  entry  will  be  discussed  when  such  action  is  proposed. 

230-58 

We  disagree  that  the  deer  habitat  capability  model  is  "crude".  See  Theme  Response  9,  which 
addresses  the  concerns  expressed  about  the  use  of  our  habitat  capability  models  and  the  data 
used  within  the  models. 
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230-59 

The  purpose  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  No-Name  Bay  log  transfer  facility 
(LTF)  is  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  the  facility  on  subsistence,  as  well  as  other  environmental 
aspects.  The  impacts  of  proposed  upland  harvest  to  be  transferred  through  this  LTF  (SEIS 
Alternative  3)  are  discussed  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  in  Chapter  4,  pages  4-42  through  4- 
45.  See  Chapter  4 of  the  Final  SEIS  for  AA12  for  our  final  evaluation  of  the  impacts  of 
Alternative  3 on  subsistence,  including  our  response  to  public  comment  and  the  Subsistence 
Hearings. 

230-60 

See  our  response  to  Comment  230-30.  The  NEPA  process  was  conducted  and  an 
environmental  assessment  was  prepared  for  units  D- 10  and  D- 1 1 in  Analysis  Area  12  to  better 
determine  whether  a potential  significant  environmental  impact  was  present.  In  many  cases, 
unit  modifications  are  conducted  to  eliminate  or  mitigate  a potential  environmental  impact 
and  the  action,  although  subject  to  NEPA,  is  clearly  not  a major  Federal  action  that  may 
result  in  significant  environmental  impact. 

230-61 

Your  comment  concerns  information  provided  in  Appendix  B-3  of  the  Draft  SEIS  for 
Analysis  Area  12.  Based  on  comments  on  the  Phase  I SEIS,  there  appeared  to  be  some 
confusion  as  to  how  the  analysis  areas  were  delineated  and  why  renegotiation  of  the  APC 
contract  was  not  considered  an  alternative.  The  purpose  of  Appendix  B-3  is  to  provide 
information  on  these  concerns.  Responses  to  public  comments  on  the  Draft  Phase  I SEIS  are 
included  with  the  Final  SEIS.  We  believe  that  the  SEIS  includes  an  adequate  range  of 
alternatives  within  the  purpose  and  need  described  in  Chapter  1.  We  also  believe  that  the 
site  specificity  of  the  SEIS  is  adequate,  with  the  inclusion  of  Unit  Cards,  maps,  tables,  and 
discussion  throughout  the  document. 
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August  14,  1989 

Michael  A.  Barton 
Regional  Forester 
USDA-Forest  Service 
Alaska  Region 
P.0.  Box  21688 
Juneau,  Alaska  99802-1628 


Dear  Mike, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comiiiuiil  Ull"  tirs — 
Phase  II  documents  of  the  draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SEIS)  for  the  Alaska  Lumber  and  Pulp  Long-Term  Timber 
Sale.  We  find  that  the  SEIS  is  inadequate  in  many  ways.  The 
most  critical  flaw  is  that  the  SEIS  is  programmatic  rather  than 
site-specific  and  only  evaluates  a very  narrow  range  of  existing 
feasible  options  available  to  the  Forest  Service. 

The  following  concerns  need  to  be  addressed  before  the  SEIS 
can  be  accepted  as  a creditable  document: 

1.  The  SEIS  is  Programmatic,  Not  Site-Specific 

The  SEIS  provides  an  overwhelming  amount  of  information. 

The  size  and  scope  of  the  project  is  so  great  that  it  is 
virtually  impossible  to  completely  comprehend  all  the  environ- 
mental, economic,  and  social  ramifications  of  the  SEIS 
alternatives.  The  project  area  covers  nearly  two  million  acres 
and  spans  numerous  management  decisions  made  over  the  last  ten 
years.  The  scale  of  the  SEIS  exceeds  that  of  many  forest  plans 
under  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA) . As  a result, 
discussions  of  proposed  management  actions  and  their 
environmental  impacts  are  lacking  in  specifics.  As  in  the  past, 
the  alternatives  discussed  in  detail  are  limited  to  the 
contractual  terms  of  the  long  term  timber  sale  rather  than  the 
lower  timber  harvest  that  is  suggested  by  the  actual  harvest 
levels  over  the  past  25  years. 

To  overcome  the  inevitable  problems  in  the  size  and  scope  of 
the  SEIS,  the  Forest  Service  has  linked  or  "tiered”  the  SEIS  to 
other  numerous  and  lengthy  planning  documents  that  precede  the 
SEIS.  Many  of  these  documents  do  not  have  compatible  contents  or 
formats  to  allow  the  public  to  make  logical  connections  and  a 
meaningful  integration  of  all  the  information  presented.  For 
example,  two  separate  sets  of  "alternatives"  were  developed  by 
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the  Stikine  and  Chatham  planning  teams  for  the  1981-86  operating 
period.  The  only  common  management  theme  between  the  two  sets, 
is  that  each  alternative  represents  some  "geographic  area".  Only 
two  of  the  1981-86  alternatives  can  stand  alone  and  meet  the 
decision  criteria  set  forth  for  the  preferred  alternative.  To 
further  complicate  matters,  alternatives  for  the  1986-90 
operating  period  are  of  a different  type.  The  1986-90 
alternatives  were  based  on  various  management  philosophies  over 
the  entire  five  year  operating  period,  such  as  emphasizing 
economic  returns  based  on  timber  appraisal  values  or  giving  top 
priority  to  amenity  values.  Taken  together,  there  is  no  way  to 
meaningfully  integrate  the  information  in  the  seven  sets  of  past 
planning  documents  with  the  five  new  volumes  in  the  SEIS.  We 
believe  the  public  and  the  courts  want  a simple  and  straight 
forward  disclosure  of  site-specific  environmental  and  economic 
effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Forest  Service  needs  to 
scale  down  their  approach  to  each  problem  to  allow  the  public  to 
focus  on  the  site-specific  impacts. 

The  programmatic  approach  is  also  demonstrated  by  the  fact 
that  the  on-the-ground  layout  of  many  clearcuts  and  logging  roads 
will  not  be  made  until  the  SEIS  is  finalized.  Without  knowing 
how  generic  management  prescriptions  are  to  be  modified  and 
applied  to  site-specific  areas,  there  is  no  explicit  way  for  the 
public  to  understand  how  the  Forest  Service  will  actually  conduct 
the  timber  sale  and  why  the  preferred  alternative  is  deemed  "the 
best  choice".  The  lack  of  site-specific  plans  in  the  SEIS  should 
not  be  confused  with  the  practice  of  modifying  site-specific 
management  practices  based  on  additional  monitoring  information. 
While  this  practice  may  be  common,  it  is  a correction  to  a 
completed  plan  rather  than  a complete  lower  level  of  planning 
which  sets  management  directions.  Likewise  the  lack  of  site- 
specific  information  should  not  be  confused  with  the  need  for  a 
complete  and  detailed  mitigation  plan.  The  SEIS  needs  to  display 
(1)  the  total  array  of  timber  management,  logging  and  road 
construction  options  that  were  considered  in  the  sale  area,  (2) 
the  specific  scientific  and  administrative  evidence  that  supports 
why  specific  harvest  units  and  road  location  were  selected  as  the 
"best"  way  to  proceed,  and  (3)  the  anticipated  economic  and 
environmental  consequences  of  the  preferred  alternative  in 
relation  to  the  effects  of  the  second,  third  or  fourth  options 
available. 

The  SEIS  is  also  programmatic  in  its  treatment  of  the 
standards  and  guidelines  protecting  non  timber  resources.  It 
does  not  evaluate  management  of  other  resources  on  a site  by  site 
basis.  The  SEIS  only  references  generic  management  prescriptions 
for  non  timber  resources  as  they  are  listed  in  previous  planning 
documents,  such  as  The  Regional  Guide  and/or  the  Area  Guide. 

These  documents  only  prescribe  the  general  management  guidelines 
for  each  resource  and  do  not  prioritize  these  guidelines,  to 
consider  the  inevitable  resource  use  conflicts  that  arise  in 
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specific  areas.  Such  conflicts  were  common  in  my  experience  as  a 
Forest  Service  hydrologist  on  interdisciplinary  planning  teams, 
and  resource  tradeoffs  were  especially  common  where  timber  volume 
targets  are  set  in  advance  of  the  actual  timber  sale  layout.  To 
be  site-specific,  the  SEIS  must  include  for  each  harvest  unit  and 
road  location  a discussion  of  which  standards  and  guidelines  will 
be  applied  and  which  must  be  sacrificed  or  diminished  to  proceed 
with  the  alternative  under  consideration. 

In  order  to  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  the  standards 
and  guidelines  for  protecting  other  resources  the  SEIS  needs  to 
display  the  results  of  the  resource  monitoring  prescribed  in  the 
EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  periods.  For  example, 
there  is  no  discussion  on  the  prescribed  monitoring  of  suspended 
sediments  that  are  associated  with  road  construction  in  the  1981- 
85  and  1986-90  operating  periods. 

The  SEIS  is  also  programmatic  in  its  treatment  of  the 
alternatives  considered  for  detailed  analysis.  For  example,  the 
SEIS  evaluates  the  "action"  alternatives  in  terms  of  the  timber 
volume  requirements  set-forth  in  the  long-term  contracts,  rather 
than  the  actual  anticipated  level  of  logging.  The  Forest  Service 
practice  of  preparing  and  releasing  more  timber  than  APC  actually 
needs  is  not  new.  From  1961  to  1985,  3.2  billion  board  feet 
(bbf)  were  appraised  and  made  available  under  the  APC  long-term 
contract,  but  only  1.9  bbf  were  actually  harvested.  Over  this 
time,  APC  has  requested  31  to  47  percent  more  timber  than  it 
actually  needed.  Since  1977,  APC  has  harvested  an  annual  average 
of  64.4  mmbf  from  their  long-term  sale.  In  recent  years,  APC's 
harvest  rates  have  been  higher  than  this  average,  with  harvests 
of  73  mmbf  in  1987  and  86  mmbf  in  1988.  Even  so,  APC  has  still 
harvested  only  48  percent  of  the  total  timber  requested  from  the 
Forest  Service. 

The  practice  of  evaluating  and  releasing  far  more  timber 
than  necessary  through  the  NEPA  process  has  been  carried  over 
into  the  SEIS.  Under  the  Forest  Service  SEIS  criteria  in  Phase 
I,  150  mmbf  to  170  mmbf  of  timber  is  specified  to  come  from 
Analysis  Area  12  over  a 19  month  period  (the  1989  and  1990 
operating  seasons).  In  Phase  II,  105  mmbf  of  timber  has  been 
selected  to  supply  the  Rowan  Bay  logging  camp  alone.  The  Rowan 
Bay  camp  is  one  of  the  four  APC  logging  camps  in  the  long-term 
timber  sale  area.  Yet,  the  proposed  timber  supply  for  the  Rowan 
Bay  camp  will  nearly  equal  the  historic  cut  for  the  entire  APC 
logging  operation.  The  proposed  105  mmbf  more  than  doubles  the 
historic  average  annual  cut  for  the  Rowan  Bay  camp.  Obviously, 
not  all  the  timber  proposed  for  harvest  at  Rowan  Bay  will  be 
logged.  This  makes  it  impossible  to  predict  where  and  when 
actual  site-specific  impacts  will  occur. 
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There  are  major  status  changes  in  the  harvest  units  shown  on 
the  maps  in  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  documents.  For  example,  two 
large  units  on  the  north  side  of  Kook  Lake  (Analysis  Area  6) 
have  been  changed  from  proposed  harvest  areas  in  Phase  I to 
harvested  areas  in  Phase  II.  There  are  harvested  units  in  Phase 
II  that  were  not  shown  as  proposed  or  harvested  units  in  Phase  I. 
Harvested  units  in  Phase  I are  now  shown  as  proposed  units  in 
Phase  II.  Either  these  are  major  errors,  or  the  argument  that 
the  NEPA  documents  do  not  represent  actual  on-the-ground 
conditions  is  strengthened.  We  have  not  had  time  to  compare  the 
Phase  I and  Phase  II  documents  for  all  the  other  VCUs.  However, 
we  do  note  that  this  comparison  will  not  be  entirely  possible 
since  Phase  I did  not  include  the  maps  covering  many  areas  in 
Phase  II.  For  example,  maps  for  VCU  244  Sitkoh  Lake  are  included 
in  Phase  II,  but  not  in  Phase  I.  The  above  discrepancies,  along 
with  the  many  errors  that  were  noted  in  the  Phase  I document, 
need  to  be  corrected  before  the  SEIS  is  finalized.  The  final 
SEIS  should  display  the  corrected  information  for  both  Phase  I 
and  Phase  II  documents. 

Since  all  the  SEIS  action  alternatives  are  geared  to  the 
maximum  contract  volume  rather  than  the  actual  anticipated  timber 
harvest,  the  range  of  alternatives  has  been  arbitrarily  narrowed 
and  skewed  towards  the  maximum  possible  cut.  The  SEIS  only 
evaluates  the  potential  impact  of  meeting  the  maximum  timber 
volume  requested  by  APC,  an  event  that  in  practice  has  never 
occurred.  Thus,  the  SEIS  is  analogous  to  the  programmatic  EISs 
for  national  forest  plans,  in  which  the  forest  plan  evaluates 
timber  harvest  in  terms  of  the  allowable  sale  quantity,  or  the 
maximum  amount  of  timber  that  can  be  offered  for  sale  in  each 
decade.  This  allowable  sale  quantity  is  rarely  if  ever  achieved. 
Like  the  SEIS,  Forest  plans  are  a programmatic  evaluation  of 
theoretical  maximums  rather  than  based  on  actual  practices. 

2.  Lack  of  Public  Involvement 

We  are  most  concerned  that  the  SEIS  effort  has  circumvented 
the  public  involvement  process.  We  doubt  that  the  logic  behind 
Phases  I and  II  would  have  prevailed  had  a conventional  public 
involvement  process  been  conducted.  For  example,  Phase  I 
needlessly  limits  the  scope  of  the  SEIS  in  order  to  meet  the 
terms  of  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract  rather  than  exploring 
all  reasonable  alternatives  to  minimize  environmental  impacts 
through  such  actions  as  modifying  the  contracts.  Also,  we  doubt 
that  the  use  of  the  deer  habitat  model  would  have  been  accepted 
had  the  simplified  model  been  available  for  professional  review. 

There  is  insufficient  documentation  of  how  the  Forest 
Service  has  responded  to  the  public  comments  made  on  Phase  I of 
the  SEIS.  While  there  is  a limited  discussion  on  some  of  these 
comments  in  appendices  B-3  of  the  Phase  II  documents,  responses 
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are  lacking  to  many  of  the  comments  concerning  the  process  and 
scope  of  the  SEIS,  as  well  as,  the  many  noted  numerical  and 
editorial  errors  in  the  Phase  I document.  For  example,  in  our 
comments  on  Phase  I,  we  noted  the  lack  of  adequate  public 
involvement,  the  overwhelming  size  and  scope  of  the  analysis,  the 
lack  of  meaningful  integration  of  the  alternatives  presented  in 
EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  periods,  and  the 
existence  of  several  important  information  gaps.  The  Forest 
Service  has  not  allowed  us  or  the  general  public  the  opportunity 
to  respond  to  their  decisions  stemming  from  the  draft  Phase  I 
document  since  the  agency  has  not  issued  a final  Phase  I 
document.  As  described  further  on,  Phase  I and  Phase  II  are 
related  but  very  different  planning  processes.  The  preclusion  of 
adequate  public  participation  in  Phase  I,  drastically  reduces  the 
opportunity  to  meaningfully  participate  in  Phase  II. 

3.  Relationship  to  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan. 

While  the  origin  of  the  VCUs  and  Management  Areas  in  TLMP  is 
clear,  there  is  no  clear  evidence  in  the  SEIS  on  why  the  APC 
contract  area  is  divided  into  even  larger  analysis  areas  than  for 
the  forest  plan  (TLMP) . Logic  would  dictate  that  the  analysis 
area  of  a site-specific  EIS  would  be  much  smaller.  The  size  of 
the  analysis  area  should  be  a function  of  the  site-specific 
resources  affected  and  the  need  to  quantify  the  impacts  of  land 
management  practices.  Again,  the  size  of  the  analysis  areas  in 
the  SEIS  is  the  result  of  an  administrative  decision  to  take  on  a 
overwhelmingly  large  problem. 

Phase  I and  Phase  II  documents  of  the  SEIS  represent  two 
very  different  sets  of  management  decisions  on  where  and  when  to 
harvest  timber.  The  APC  long-term  timber  sale  has  always  had  a 
separate  planning  process  that  has  essentially  preempted  much  of 
the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (TLMP) . For  the  purposes  of  the 
SEIS,  it  appears  that  Phase  I of  the  SEIS  has  been  created  to 
provide  the  missing  link  between  TLMP  and  the  EISs  for  the  1981- 
85  and  1986-90  operating  periods.  However,  the  structure  and 
timing  of  the  Phase  I documents  are  inconsistent  with  the  logical 
linkage  between  TLMP  and  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90 
operating  periods.  In  a hierarchial  planning  order.  Phase  I 
should  have  been  completed  before  the  two  EISs.  This  planning 
process  between  the  forest  plan  and  actual  projects  is  called 
commonly  refer  to  as  the  Management  Area  Analysis.  Its  purpose 
is  to  select  from  the  full  array  of  management  options,  contained 
in  forest  plan,  a set  of  projects  which  can  be  implemented.  In 
this  case  the  Management  Area  Analysis  was  never  created.  Phase 
I has  been  interjected  between  the  completed  EISs  for  the  1981-85 
and  1986-90  operating  periods  and  Phase  II  of  the  SEIS,  in  an 
attempt  to  fill  this  void.  Yet,  Phase  I of  the  SEIS  is  not  an 
adequate  substitute  since  it  only  narrows  the  range  of  existing 
options  that  were  already  presented  in  the  EISs. 
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The  degree  to  which  timber  harvesting  alternatives  are  not 
considered  in  the  EIS's,  and  thus  not  considered  in  the  SEIS,  is 
exemplified  by  the  watersheds  around  Rowan  Bay,  Kuiu  Island 
(Value  Comparison  Unit  402) . Starting  in  the  early  1970s,  these 
watersheds  were  extensively  logged  under  the  Alaska  Pulp 
Corporation  long-term  timber  sale  contract.  Based  on  Forest 
Service  information,  there  are  20,058  acres  of  commercial  forest 
lands  (cfl)  in  this  area,  of  which  11,982  acres  are  operable, 
using  conventional  logging  methods.  Of  the  operable  cfl,  about 
4,200  acres  have  been  harvested.  This  means  that  65  percent  of 
the  operable  cfl  is  still  available  for  future  logging.  Yet, 
most  of  this  available  timber  was  not  considered  in  the  EISs  for 
the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  plans.  Likewise,  the  SEIS  also 

230-13  neglects  to  evaluate  possible  alternatives  that  would  utilize 

this  timber.  This  means  that  there  will  be  a bias  to  access  more 
unroaded  watersheds  where  the  high-volume  timber  proposed  for 
harvest  often  coincides  with  valuable  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 
In  summary,  Phase  I does  not  link  the  EIS  with  the  full  range  of 
opportunities  available  under  TLMP,  nor  does  it  employ  the 
Management  Area  Analysis  concept  prescribed  by  TLMP.  The  Phase  I 
analysis  merely  cuts  short  the  range  of  alternatives  that  were 
considered  in  the  original  EISs  for  purposes  of  Phase  II  in  the 
SEIS. 

4 . A Lack  of  a Reasonable  Range  in  Selected  Alternatives 

230-14  In  addition  to  the  circumscribing  the  reasonable  range  of 

management  opportunities  mentioned  above,  the  Forest  Service  has 
been  operating  on  the  rationale  that  the  long-term  contracts  are 
inviolate  and  that  the  end  of  the  current  operating  period  in 
December,  1990  is  a rigid  deadline.  These  artificial  constraints 
narrow  the  range  of  alternatives  in  the  SEIS.  These  constraints 
limit  detailed  consideration  of  areas  where  permits  exist  for  log 
dumps  or  where  there  is  enough  time  to  construct  new  logging 
roads  before  the  end  of  the  1990  logging  season.  This  means  that 
only  a small  portion  of  the  unharvested  logging  units  previously 
considered  in  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating 
periods  are  being  evaluated  in  Phase  II  of  the  SEIS. 

The  above  practices  are  not  absolute.  The  contracts  are  not 
inviolate.  Major  changes,  in  the  location  of  logging  units,  the 
timing  of  harvest  and  the  volume  to  be  made  available,  can  be 
made  under  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract.  This  is  best 
exemplified  by  the  1985  Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest 
Service,  in  which  the  Suntaheen  area  was  laid  out  for  timber 
harvesting  in  the  1981-85  operating  plan.  It  was  subsequently 
deleted  under  the  1985  agreement,  but  then  harvested  in  1988 
under  the  1986-90  operating  plan.  The  practice  of  carrying  over 
unharvested  logging  units  from  one  five-year  operating  period  to 
the  next  is  well  established  and  defeats  the  argument  of  a firm 
1990  deadline.  The  unharvested  areas  from  the  1981-85  operating 
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period  are  now  eight  years  old.  There  has  been  ample  time  to 
gain  the  required  permits  and  plan  for  roads  in  advance.  The 
Forest  Service  has  arbitrarily  eliminated  many  commercial  forest 
lands  from  consideration  in  the  SEIS  to  remedy  the  fact  that  they 
originally  failed  to  comply  with  NEPA  in  the  1981-85  and  1986-90 
EISs  and  are  now  out  of  time.  This  means  that  many  of  the  NEPA 
type  decisions  important  to  the  public  have  already  been 
predetermined . 

Since  the  SEIS  alternatives  are  confined  by  the  terms  of  the 
long-term  timber  sale  contract,  they  only  implicitly  consider  the 
management  of  other  resources  such  as  wildlife,  fisheries, 
recreation  and  visual  quality.  The  SEIS  substitutes  generic 
mitigation  measures  associated  with  logging  for  actual  management 
objectives  for  non-timber  resources.  This  approach  obscures  how 
the  proposed  clearcutting  will  impact  this  management  direction 
and  impact  these  other  resources.  Just  referring  or  "tiering" 
back  to  the  forest  plan  (TLMP)  is  insufficient  to  make  up  for 
this  deficiency.  TLMP  only  determined  whether  lands  were 
suitable  or  not  for  designated  wilderness,  and  set  forth  only  the 
management  emphasis  for  non-wilderness  lands.  In  TLMP  the 
determination  of  specific  multiple-use  management  objectives  was 
left  to  lower  level  planning,  i.e..  Management  Area  Analysis  and 
project  planning.  Management  Area  Analysis  called  for  in  the 
forest  plan  has  not  been  conducted  for  the  APC  timber  sale  area. 
Thus,  an  explicit,  comprehensive  set  of  multiple-use  management 
objectives  does  not  exist  for  the  APC  timber  sale  area;  a 
situation  that  has  not  been  remedied  in  the  SEIS. 

5.  Failure  to  Implement  Past  Management  Plans 

Even  if  the  extensive  reference  or  "tiering"  to  past 
planning  documents  was  clearly  understood,  the  commitment  of  this 
management  direction  is  of  little  comfort  to  the  public.  In  many 
cases  the  Forest  Service  has  not  followed  this  management 
direction.  For  example,  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (TLMP) 
set  forth  special  management  considerations  for  Land  Use 
Designations  (LUD)  III.  These  areas  called  for  more  protection 
of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  recreation  opportunities  and  visual 
quality  than  what  they  have  received.  These  areas  have  been 
managed  like  any  other  LUD  IV  area,  where  timber  harvesting  takes 
a much  greater  precedent  over  other  resource  needs.  Thus,  the 
intent  of  the  Forest  Service  is  not  clear  when  they  refer  or 
"tier"  back  to  the  forest  plan  in  the  SEIS. 

The  comprehensive  monitoring  of  adverse  impacts  from  logging 
as  prescribed  by  TLMP  and  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90 
operating  plans  has  never  been  undertaken.  Programs  to  quantify 
the  impacts  of  logging  on  water  quality  were  initiated  in  the 
late  1970s,  but  were  substantially  curtailed  or  eliminated  after 
1980.  Had  these  monitoring  programs  continued,  the  Forest 
Service  would  have  a much  better  understanding  on  whether  logging 
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in  southeast  Alaska  can  be  done  without  violating  state  water 
quality  standards  and  without  long-term  degradation  to  fisheries 
habitat.  Without  sufficient  documentation  of  the  effectiveness 
of  the  measures  to  protect  other  resources,  the  public  must 
accept  on  blind  faith  the  Forest  Service  claims  of  no  significant 
impact,  or  bear  the  burden  of  proving  that  losses  have  occurred. 
The  tasks  of  monitoring  logging  operations  are  beyond  the  time 
and  resources  of  the  general  public  and  are  clearly  a part  of  the 
agency's  responsibilities  under  the  National  Forest  Management 
Act . 

6.  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis 

Like  the  treatment  of  non-timber  resources,  the  socio- 
economic analysis  is  insufficient.  The  economic  costs  and 
benefits  are  limited  to  the  costs  of  logging  and  manufacturing 
the  timber  from  the  APC  sale  area  and  the  potential  number  of 
timber  related  jobs  and  wages  attributed  to  the  timber  volume 
made  available  under  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract.  As 
already  pointed  out,  the  timber  volume  in  each  alternative 
represents  a theoretical  maximum  under  the  contract  which  exceeds 
the  actual  anticipated  harvest.  The  Forest  Service  costs  to 
prepare  and  administer  the  APC  sale  and  implement  mitigation 
measures  are  totally  omitted.  These  costs  are  significant,  since 
the  Forest  Service  incurs  the  repeated  costs  of  preparing  timber 
which  is  not  logged  and  is  then  carried  forward  into  the  next 
five  year  operating  plan.  There  is  no  analysis  of  the  short-term 
and  long-term  economic  efficiency  of  the  alternatives.  Economic 
analysis  omits  the  economic  costs  and  benefits  associated  with 
non-timber  resource  uses.  The  jobs  and  wages  associated  with 
non-timber  resources  are  totally  ignored.  The  only  mention  of 
these  other  economic  sectors  is  in  a socioeconomic  overview  for 
the  entire  southeast  Alaska  region.  There  are  no  attempts  to 
quantify  the  non-timber  socio-economic  effects  within  APC  timber 
sale  area. 

7.  Alternatives  are  Not  Consistent  Between  Analysis  Areas 

There  are  inconsistencies  between  how  The  No-Action,  Current 
Direction  and  No-Further  Harvest  Alternatives  are  developed  for 
each  Analysis  Area  (AA) . For  AA2 , AA6  and  AA12 , The  No-Action, 
Current  Direction  and  No-Further  Harvest  options  are  combined 
into  one  alternative.  In  contrast,  AA3  is  treated  differently. 
The  No-Action  and  Current  Direction  options  are  combined  into  one 
alternative,  while  the  No-Further  Harvest  option  is  a separate 
alternative.  It  appears  that  all  of  the  above  alternatives  are 
based  on  the  court  agreement.  We  believe  this  is  an  improper 
application  of  the  no-action  alternative.  An  alterative  based  on 
the  existing  court  agreements  will  be  vague  by  definition.  The 
agreement  is  open-ended  and  subject  to  renegotiation.  For 
example,  the  original  agreement  has  already  been  amended  and 
extended  for  the  1989  operating  period.  More  important,  the 
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measures  that  recognize  that  timber  has  already  been  illegally 
cleared  under  NEPA  and  that  some  logging  will  be  completed  while 
the  SEIS  remedies  the  NEPA  deficiencies.  Thus,  No-Action, 

Current  Direction  and  No-Further  Harvest  alternatives  for  AA2 , 

AA3 , AA6  and  AA12  are  based  on  a illegal  foundation  and  should 
not  be  a viable  and  feasible  alternative  in  the  SEIS. 

230*21  The  purpose  of  the  SEIS  was  not  just  to  look  at  a few 

marginal  decisions  on  top  of  those  made  in  the  1981-85  and  1986- 
90  EISs,  but  to  remedy  the  procedural  flaws  affecting  the  entire 
EIS  process.  The  intent  of  the  no-action  alternative  is  to 
evaluate  the  impacts  of  not  providing  any  timber  for  harvest 
under  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  periods.  If  this  means  a 
breach  of  the  contract,  then  this  alterative  should  describe  the 
social  economic  and  environmental  consequences  of  this  action. 


8.  Summary  of  General  Comments 

The  objective  of  the  SEIS  is  not  to  (1)  take  the  path  of 
least  resistance  or  (2)  only  consider  alternatives  that  are 
consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  long  term  timber  sale  contract 
or  (3)  to  bolster  past  decisions.  The  need  to  simplify  a very 
large  problem  along  with  their  desire  to  avoid  areas  with  legal 
or  contractual  conflicts  are  not  sufficient  reasons  to  circumvent 
the  objectives  of  NEPA  for  site  specific  analysis.  In  contrast, 
the  SEIS  has  been  used  to  make  many  unsupported  claims  of  no 
significant  impact  over  an  artificially  narrow  range  of 
alternatives.  A straight  forward  evaluation  of  the  impacts  has 
been  displaced  by  the  referencing  or  "tiering"  of  the  SEIS  to  an 
array  of  complex  planning  documents  prepared  over  the  last  13 
years.  This  precludes  meaningful  public  participation. 

9.  Recommendations  for  Forest  Service  Decesion  Making 

Within  the  narrow  context  in  which  the  Forest  Service  has 
generated  alternatives,  we  recommend  the  following: 

For  Analysis  Area  2,  Mud  Bay  and  Neka,  we  recommend  the 
Forest  Service  select  a modified  alterative  #2  which  would  not 
enter  into  Value  Comparison  Units  (VCU)  192  and  193.  The  Point 
Adolphus-Mud  Bay  Area  (partial  VCU  193,  and  all  of  VCUs  191,  192, 
194,  195  and  196  is  proposed  for  lands  protection  in  the  pending 
Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act. 

For  Analysis  Area  3,  Freshwater-Whitestone , we  recommend  the 
Forest  Service  select  Alternative  #2,  and  to  not  construct  the 
proposed  tie  road  between  the  communities  of  Tenakee  and  Hoonah. 
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For  Analysis  Area  6,  Corner  Bay,  we  recommend  that  the 
Forest  Service  select  Alternative  #2,  which  would  not  enter  VCU 
237  and  not  complete  the  Kadashan  Road  in  VCU  235.  In  terms  of 
volume  required  under  the  contract,  the  volume  "lost"  is  of 
little  significance.  APC  has  historically  requested  about  twice 
as  much  timber  then  they  will  actually  harvest. 

For  Analysis  Area  12,  North  and  East  Kuiu,  we  recommend  that 
the  Forest  Service  select  Alternative  #3  and  explore  other 
options  to  provide  more  volume  to  the  APC  from  the  remaining  old- 
growth  commercial  forest  lands  in  VCU  402.  Over  60  percent  of 
the  timber  base  in  this  VCU  is  available  for  harvest  under  the 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan. 


10.  Text  Specific  Comments 

Attached  are  our  text  specific  comments  on  the  phase  II 
documents.  Our  reference  to  pages  in  the  draft  SEIS  list  the 
analysis  area  first,  the  chapter  number  second  and  the  page 
number  third,  i.e.,  AA12,  2-1  would  be  page  1 of  Chapter  two  for 
the  volume  on  Analysis  Area  12.) 

If  there  are  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  463-5333  in 
Juneau  or  at  (202)  842-3400  in  Washington,  D.C. 


cc:  James  W.  Pierce  — Forest  Service,  Alaska  Region 

Steve  Kallick  — Southeast  Alaska  Conservation  Council 

Craig  Lindh  — Governor's  Office 

Robert  Loescher  ■ — Sealaska  Corporation 

Kate  Graham  — United  Fishermen  of  Alaska 

Kate  Troll  — Southeast  Alaska  Seiners 

Earl  Krygier  — Alaska  Trollers  Association 

Carl  Rosier  — Territorial  Sportsmen 

Jeff  Sloss  — SE  Alaska  Recreation  Business  Association 

Lori  Adams  — Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 

Robert  E.  Lindekugel  — Attorney  at  Law 

Mike  Francis  — The  Wilderness  Society 

Dr.  Peter  Emerson  — The  Wilderness  Society 


Joseph  R.  Mehrkens 
Executive  Director 
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ANALYSIS  AREA  12 

North  and  East  Kuiu  Island  — 295,596  acres. 

230-38  1.  AA12 , 1-1,  first  paragraph,  second  sentence. 

The  relationship  between  Phase  I and  Phase  II  of  the  SEIS  is 
not  clear;  and  how  the  public  comment  on  Phase  I has  guided  the 
development  of  Phase  II.  See  our  general  comments  under  the 
headings  of  1.  The  SEIS  is  Programmatic,  Not  Site-Specific"  and 
4 . "A  Lack  of  a Reasonable  Range  in  Selected  Alternatives" . 

230-39  1(a).  AA12 , 1-12,  Management  of  the  Analysis  Area. 

We  note  that  the  SEIS  reports  the  size  of  Analysis  Area  12 
at  295,596  acres,  while  the  amended  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan 
reports  the  size  at  341,628.  This  discrepancy  also  occurs  for 
the  other  Analysis  Areas  and  needs  to  be  clarified  in  the  SEIS. 

2.  AA12 , 1-15,  Purpose  and  Need,  first  paragraph. 

230-7  The  SEIS  reference  to  needing  150  to  170  mmbf  of  timber  from 

AA12  to  make  a smooth  transition  under  the  terms  of  the  long-term 
timber  contract  is  inconsistent  with  the  historical  logging 
patterns  for  the  Rowan  Bay  logging  camp.  First,  APC  has 
repeatedly  requested  more  timber  than  actually  logged.  This 
practice  has  been  continued  in  Phase  II  for  AA12.  Second,  the 
contractual  requirements  are  taken  as  givens.  No  attempt  is  made 

230-22  to  evaluate  environmental  modification  of  the  contracts,  even 
though  significant  modifications  in  the  contractual  terms  have 
been  made  in  the  past  and  Congress  directed  the  Forest  Service  to 
revise  the  long-term  contracts  in  1976  under  the  National  Forest 
Management  Act  (NFMA) . To  not  evaluate  these  opportunities  puts 
the  terms  of  the  contract  above  the  considerations  for  true 
multiple-use  management  under  NFMA.  Please  see  our  general 
comments:  1.  The  SEIS  is  Programmatic,  Not  Site-Specific  and  4.  A 
Lack  of  a Reasonable  Range  in  Selected  Alternatives.  Third, 

230-18  there  is  no  rationale  on  why  the  Forest  Service  appears  to  put  a 
higher  priority  on  the  maintenance  of  timber  related  employment 
at  the  remote  and  temporary  logging  camps,  than  on  the  employment 
and  needs  of  other  resource  users.  This  implied  priority  given 
to  the  timber  industry  is  manifested  in  the  failure  to  consider  a 
wide  range  of  reasonable  alternatives.  There  is  no  explicit 
legal  direction  to  protect  timber  employment  over  other 
employment,  nor  are  there  contractual  requirements  that  the 
Forest  Service  must  maintain  logging  camp  employment. 
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230-40  3.  AA12 , 1-18,  1986-90  Administrative  Appeal  Issues. 

While  these  issues  are  listed  in  generic  form  and  some  of 
the  details  are  presented  in  Appendix  B-4 , there  is  no  explicit 
discussion  of  these  issues  in  Chapters  2 (Alternatives  Including 
the  Proposed  Action)  and  in  Chapter  3 (Environmental 
Consequences) . These  chapters  need  to  display  how  the  Forest 
Service  deals  with  or  dismisses  the  issues.  Since  many  of  these 
appeal  issues  are  related  to  a lack  of  a reasonable  range  of 
alternatives,  site-specific  analyses  and  an  evaluation  of  the 
cumulative  impacts,  they  are  very  relevant  to  the  SEIS. 

230-22  4.  AA12 , 1-18,  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this  SEIS. 

Renegotiation  of  the  contracts  to  provide  greater 
environmental  protection  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  timber  made 
available  to  what  is  actually  needed  are  reasonable  options  that 
the  Forest  Service  fails  to  evaluate  in  the  SEIS.  Major  changes, 
in  the  location  of  logging  units,  the  timing  of  harvest  and  the 
volume  to  be  made  available,  can  be  made  under  the  long-term 
timber  sale  contract.  This  is  best  exemplified  by  the  1985 
Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest  Service,  in  which  the 
Suntaheen  area  was  laid  out  for  timber  harvesting  in  the  1981-85 
operating  plan.  This  area  was  subsequently  deleted  under  the 
1985  agreement,  but  then  harvested  in  1988  under  the  1986-90 
operating  plan.  The  SEIS  eliminates  these  reasonable 
alternatives  and  thus  arbitrarily  limits  the  remedies  to  reduce 
adverse  environmental  impacts  to  non-timber  resource  users. 

5.  AA12 , 2-1  through  2-3,  Formulation  of  Alternatives  and 
Alternatives  Considered  But  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study. 

230-14  The  Forest  Service  has  unduly  limited  the  alternatives 

evaluated  in  detailed  through  the  artificial  constraints  of  (1) 
the  time  remaining  in  the  1986-90  operating  period,  (2)  the 
existing  long-term  timber  sale  contractual  requirements,  and  (3) 
the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  issued  for  the  APC  1986-90  operating 
period.  These  constraints  limit  the  analysis  to  areas  where 
permits  exist  for  log  dumps  or  where  there  is  enough  time  to 
construct  new  logging  roads  before  the  end  of  the  1990  logging 
season.  This  means  that  only  a small  portion  of  the  unharvested 
logging  units  previously  considered  in  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85 
and  1986-90  operating  periods  are  being  evaluated  in  Phase  II  of 
the  SEIS.  The  above  practices  are  not  absolute.  The  contracts 
are  not  inviolate.  Major  changes,  in  the  location  of  logging 
units,  the  timing  of  harvest  and  the  volume  to  be  made  available, 
can  be  made  under  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract.  This  is 
best  exemplified  by  the  1985  Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest 
Service.  The  practice  of  carrying  over  unharvested  logging  units 
from  one  five-year  operating  period  to  the  next  is  well 
established  and  defeats  the  argument  of  a firm  1990  deadline. 

The  unharvested  areas  from  the  1981-85  operating  period  are  now 
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eight  years  old.  There  has  been  ample  time  to  gain  the  required 
permits  and  plan  for  roads  in  advance.  The  Forest  Service 

230-20  approach  has  also  misconstrued  the  intent  of  the  "no  action 

alternative".  The  existing  no-action  alternative  is  actually 
defined  in  terms  of  a temporary  the  court  agreement  designed  to 
limit  activities  while  the  Forest  Service  corrected  the  NEPA 
deficiencies  in  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating 
periods.  The  court  agreement  was  not  designed  to  become  the 
basis  for  future  management  options.  The  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  SEIS  should  be  from  no-further  harvesting  — i.e.,  the  no- 
action alternative  — to  an  alternative  meeting  all  existing 
contractual  requirements  free  of  existing  legal  encumbrances. 

6.  AA12 , 2-30,  Alternative  4,  North  Kuiu,  under  general 
management  objectives. 

230-28  The  initiation  of  harvesting  in  the  Port  Camden  (VCU  420) 

and  further  harvesting  in  the  Kadake  drainage  (VCU  421)  is 
inconsistent  with  the  subsistence  provisions  under  state  and 
federal  law.  Rural  subsistence  users,  especially  those  in  Native 
villages,  can  demonstrate  the  customary  and  traditional 
dependence  on  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  in  the  area.  Future 
use  of  these  resources  should  not  be  predicated  on  the  basis  of 
recent  use  patterns  created  by  a decline  in  game  populations, 
such  as  Sitka  Black-Tailed  deer.  The  site-specific  and 
cumulative  affects  of  timber  harvesting  have  already  depressed 
deer  herds.  Further  harvesting  will  only  inhibit  the  rebound  in 
old-growth  dependent  game  populations.  This  result  needs  to  be 
explicitly  identified  in  the  SEIS  as  a significant  long-term 
restriction  in  subsistence  use  opportunities. 

7.  AA12 , 2-56,  Issue  1:  Socioeconomic  effects  of  timber 
harvesting  and  associated  development,  item  2. 

230-18  The  "loss"  of  employment  appears  to  be  a total  loss. 

Realistically,  it  is  a marginal  loss  where  the  opportunities  for 
other  gainful  employment  exist.  Given  the  fact  that  APC  has 
routinely  substituted  other  timber  for  the  timber  made  available 
under  the  long-term  contracts,  it  is  strong  evidence  that  other 
timber-related  employment  opportunities  exist.  The  SEIS  needs  to 
display  employment  effects  on  the  basis  of  marginal  changes  in 
employment,  including  the  fact  that  other  employment 
opportunities  exist. 

Timber  related  employment  is  based  on  the  volume  of  timber 
made  available  which  has  always  exceeded  what  is  actually  cut. 
This  difference  has  usually  ranged  from  31  to  47  percent.  The 
projected  timber  employment  in  the  SEIS  needs  to  factor  in  the 
discrepancy  between  timber  made  available  and  timber  actually 
cut. 
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230-19  8.  AA12 , 2-57,  Issue  2:  Cost  and  benefits  associated  with 

implementing  the  1986-90  Operating  Plan. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  woefully  inadequate.  First, 
the  analysis  of  economic  costs  and  benefits  are  limited  to  the 
costs  of  logging  and  manufacturing  of  timber  from  the  APC  sale 
area.  Second,  the  potential  number  of  timber  related  jobs  and 
wages  are  attributed  to  the  timber  volume  made  available  under 
the  long-term  timber  sale  contract  rather  than  the  expected 
harvest.  Thus,  timber  related  employment  is  overstated  since  the 
contractual  timber  requirements  have  always  exceeded  the  actual 
harvest.  This  practice  skews  the  equity  consideration  in  favor 
the  timber  industry  over  other  forest  dependent  industries. 

The  analysis  of  the  Forest  Service  costs  to  prepare  and 
administer  the  APC  sale  and  implement  mitigation  measures  is 
totally  omitted  under  this  issue.  These  costs  are  significant, 
since  the  Forest  Service  incurs  repeated  costs  to  prepare  timber 
which  is  never  logged  or  is  carried  forward  into  the  next  five 
year  operating  plan. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  short-term  and  long-term 
economic  efficiency  of  the  alternatives.  The  "economic  analysis" 
omits  the  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  non-timber  resource 
uses.  Likewise,  the  jobs  and  wages  associated  with  non-timber 
resources  are  totally  ignored  in  the  equity  analysis.  The  only 
mention  of  non-timber  economic  sectors  is  in  a socioeconomic 
overview  for  the  entire  southeast  Alaska  region. 

230-26  9.  AA12 , 2-58  through  2-60,  Issue  4:  Effects  of  timber  harvest 

and  related  activities  on  wildlife  habitat. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  generic  rather  than  being 
site-specific.  The  habitat  models  have  been  overly  simplified  in 
comparison  to  the  state  of  the  art  models  that  forecast  wildlife 
populations;  there  is  little  sensitivity  in  the  analysis  to 
differences  between  high  value  and  low  value  habitat,  and 
inaccessible  wildlife  are  valued  at  the  same  rate  as  readily 
accessible  wildlife.  Thus,  there  is  no  analysis  of  the  site- 
specific  effects  on  wildlife  populations  that  have  been 
customarily  and  traditionally  used. 

230-41  10.  AA12 , 2-61  and  2-62,  Effects  on  visual,  recreation,  and 

wilderness  resources. 

Since  the  specific  management  objectives  for  these  resources 
are  not  provided,  there  is  no  basis  from  which  to  determine  the 
impact  of  logging  on  these  resources.  This  is  true  even  at  the 
generic  level  of  analysis  in  the  SEIS.  For  example,  the  Forest 
Service  claims  that  additional  logging  roads  will  increase  access 
to  the  interior  regions.  However,  there  is  no  information  on  the 
recreational  demand  for  greater  access  to  these  interior  regions 
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230-41  nor  is  there  information  on  the  demand  for  roaded  recreation  in 
Cont.  relation  to  the  existing  road  system.  The  existing  road  system 
would  support  many  times  over  the  existing  public  demand  for 
roaded  recreation.  There  cannot  be  additional  recreational 
benefits  if  recreation  opportunities  are  in  excess  of  actual  use. 
Information  on  existing  recreation  and  future  demands  needs  to  be 
shown  in  the  SEIS  in  relation  to  the  supply  of  roaded  recreation 
opportunities . 

230-27  11.  AA12,  2-63,  Issue  9:  Effects  of  proposed  activities  on 

subsistence  uses. 

The  claim  that  minimal  impact  can  not  be  substantiated  due 
to:  (1)  the  overly  simplified  wildlife  models,  (2)  the  assumed 
indiscriminate  substitution  of  accessible  and  inaccessible 
wildlife,  and  (3)  the  failure  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  logging 
on  individual  populations  which  have  been  traditionally  and 
customarily  used  by  subsistence  users.  See  our  comments  under 
numbers  6 and  9 above. 

230-42  12.  AA12,  2-63,  Management  Concern  (from  1986-90  FEIS) : Use  of 

nonstandard  logging  systems.  The  predominant  and  almost 
exclusive  use  of  the  hi-lead  logging  system  (standard  system)  has 
occurred  since  the  1950s.  To  suggest  that  its  continued  use 
during  the  APC  1986-90  period  was  due  to  the  timber  recession  is 
very  misleading.  There  has  been  a general  failure  forestwide  to 
adopt  the  advanced  logging  systems  (non-standard)  that  are 
prescribed  in  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  and  funded  under 
the  Tongass  Timber  Supply  Fund.  The  rationale  for  using  the  Hi- 
lead  system  during  the  1986-90  period  should  be  eliminated  from 
the  SEIS. 

230-19  13.  AA12,  2-66,  Table  2-10,  Economic  Contribution  of 

Alternatives. 

There  is  a failure  to  analyze  the  non-timber  related  jobs 
and  the  non-timber  economic  activities:  affected  by  logging. 

These  impacts  appear  to  be  stated  in  terms  of  all  or  nothing, 

(the  worst  case  scenario  approach) , rather  than  realistic, 
marginal  effects.  See  our  comment  under  number  8 above. 

230-49  14.  AA12 , 2-67,  Alternative  1 - No  Action-Current  Direction  and 

No  Further  Harvest. 

The  impact  on  Wrangell  Forest  Products  (WFP)  is  grossly 
overestimated.  In  March  of  1989,  WFP/APC  shut  down  its  Wrangell 
mill,  claiming  that  there  was  a insufficient  timber  supply  and 
that  an  environmental  dispute  over  filling  the  adjacent  tidelands 
with  sawmill  residues  threatens  the  mill  operations.  The  mill 
closure  is  not  due  to  insufficient  timber  supply.  During  fiscal 
year  1988,  APC  harvested  94  million  board  feet  of  timber  from 
their  long-term  timber  sale,  of  which  50  mmbf  were  supplied  to 
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230-49  WFP.  WFP/APC  had  the  opportunity  to  purchase  supplemental  timber 
Cont.  from  two  sources:  (1)  new  short-term  timber  sales  on  the  Tongass 
and  (2)  independent  loggers  having  a backlog  of  438  mmbf  of  uncut 
timber  under  contract.  There  was,  also,  a surplus  of  available 
Tongass  timber  last  year.  In  FY1988  the  Forest  Service  sold  only 
62  mmbf  of  82  mmbf  of  timber  offered  in  short-term  timber  sales. 
In  addition,  100  mmbf  in  short-term  sales  are  fully  prepared  and 
ready  for  sale  in  short-term  timber  sales. 

WFP  has  not  aggressively  bid  on  competitive  short-term 
timber  sales.  Even  though  WFP  took  over  the  sawmill  in  1984,  Mr. 
Seley's  firm  did  not  bid  on  short-term  timber  sales  until  1986. 
From  fiscal  years  1986-1988,  WFP  has  bid  on  only  19  of  the  80+ 
short-term  timber  sales  offered  on  the  Tongass.  Of  the  19  sales 
WFP  has  bid  on,  only  nine  sales  were  successfully  purchased  — 
three  of  which  were  purchased  without  any  competition.  For  the 
sales  WFP  failed  to  purchase,  less  than  half  the  bids  made  were 
serious  competitive  bids,  i.e.  within  25  percent  of  the  highest 
bidder.  WFP  has  failed  to  bid  on  26  short-term  timber  sales  that 
have  been  offered  for  sale  since  1986  and  went  unsold. 

230-50  15.  AA12 , 2-68,  Alternatives  2,3,4  and  5. 

There  is  a general  failure  to  include  the  long-term 
cumulative  effects  of  completing  the  long-term  timber  sale  in  the 
discussion  of  the  alternatives.  This  is  extremely  important, 
since  many  of  the  differences  noted  between  the  alternatives  are 
only  short-term  in  nature.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  many  of 
the  areas  now  protected  will  ultimately  be  logged  and  the  Forest 
Service  can  only  defer  the  logging  of  these  areas  over  the  next 
twenty  years. 

230-51  16.  AA12 , 3-8,  Figure  3-2,  Acres  of  CFL  by  Volume  Class. 

There  appears  to  be  gross  differences  between  the  TLMP  data 
base  and  the  new  inventory  base  used  in  the  Multi-Entry  Layout 
Process  (MELP) . This  large  difference  suggests  that  there  is  far 
greater  latitude  to  provide  an  annual  timber  supply  of  450  mmbf 
from  the  forestwide  timber  base,  and  that  supplying  this  amount 
will  require  far  fewer  harvested  acres.  We  are  concerned  about 
the  statistical  reliability  of  the  new  inventory  information, 
based  on  a memo  to  the  Forest  Service  from  the  Alaska  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G)  concerning  problems  with  the  timber  type 
data  base.  A statistical  sample  of  actual  forest  inventory  plots 
failed  to  replicate  the  data  in  the  new  inventory  used  in  the 
MELP  data  base.  In  fact,  there  was  only  a poor  correlation. 

Thus,  key  decisions  should  not  be  made  until  the  errors  can  be 
corrected.  Attached  is  the  ADF&G  memo.  We  request  that  it  be 
made  part  of  the  planning  record. 


7 


230-30  16(a).  AA12,  3-13  to  3-14,  Timber  Harvest  Modifications  from  APC 

1981-86  ROD  and  APC  1986-90  ROD. 

There  is  neither  site-specific  documentation  of  these  an 
explanation  of  they  were  deemed  necessary.  There  is  only  a 
summary  of  the  aggregate  changes  and  possible  reasons  as  to  why 
they  occurred.  This  approach  demonstrates  the  generic  approach 
taken  in  the  SEIS.  The  SEIS  needs  to  disclose:  (1)  the  site  by 

site,  planned  actions  (plus  any  modifications) , (2)  the 

environmental  protection  measures  employed  and  (3)  the 
anticipated  economic  and  environmental  impacts.  The  actual 
timber  harvest  unit  cards  which  document  how  and  when  these 
harvest  units  were  changed  need  to  be  included  in  the  SEIS,  along 
with  a discussion  on  why  these  changes  were  deemed  the  best  way 
to  proceed. 

230-52  17.  AA12 , 3-16,  fourth  paragraph. 

The  claim  is  made  that  the  Rowan  Bay  logging  camp  is 
primarily  served  by  vendors  and  businesses  from  four  southeast 
communities.  There  is  no  basis  for  determining  what  this  means. 
Expenditures  by  Rowan  Bay  residents  should  be  broken  down  by 
purchases  made  in  and  out  of  the  southeast  regional  economy. 

This  should  include  any  expenditures  made  by  APC  for  logging 
operations  from  the  Rowan  Bay  camp.  The  same  measurement  needs 
to  be  made  for  other  southeast  residents  who  are  dependent  on  the 
resources  in  the  APC  sale  area,  such  as  commercial  fishermen, 
tourism  operators  and  subsistence  users. 

230-43  18.  AA12 , 3-18,  Wildlife  Habitats. 

The  knowledge  of  what  constitutes  high  quality  deer  habitat 
has  greatly  improved  in  recent  years.  However,  the  SEIS 
evaluation  of  deer  habitat  impacted  by  logging  does  not  use  this 
available  information.  Correcting  this  failure  is  a prerequisite 
before  wildlife  users  can  understand  the  site-specific 
ramifications  of  further  logging.  For  example,  in  VCU  402,  1,292 
of  the  4,490  acres  of  deer  winter  range  has  been  logged.  Yet, 
only  one  third  of  the  timber  planned  for  harvest  has  actually 
been  harvested.  This  implies  that  in  the  next  sixty  years  most 
of  the  existing  old-growth  deer  winter  range  will  be  logged.  If 
some  areas  within  the  overall  winter  habitat  are  more  important 
than  others,  then  identifying  and  protecting  these  site  specific 
areas  would  minimize  the  total  impact  on  deer.  This  type  of 
site-specific  use  of  state  of  art  information  is  lacking  in  the 
SEIS.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  9 and  11  above.  Also,  see 
our  comments  on  Phase  I,  numbers  25,  26  and  27,  dated  October  18, 
1988  . 
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230-53  19.  AA12 , 3-23,  fifth  complete  paragraph. 

The  depressed  deer  populations  are  attributed  to  predation, 
yet  research  indicates  predation  is  only  one  of  many  factors 
controlling  deer  populations.  Other  factors  include  weather 
patterns  and  habitat  conditions.  Since  deer  populations  are 
already  depressed  on  this  island,  and  logging  will  reduce  the 
carrying  capacity  for  deer  over  the  long-term,  the  relevant 
question  is  how  will  further  logging  further  inhibit  the  normal 
recovery  of  deer  populations?  Also,  when  can  the  traditional  and 
customary  use  of  these  deer  populations  continue?  These 
questions  need  to  be  answered  in  the  SEIS. 

230-54  20.  AA12,  3-29,  Table  3-13,  Estimated  Deer  Numbers  Based  On 

Projected  Sitka  Black-tailed  Deer  Habitat  Capability. 

There  is  no  differentiation  in  the  accessibility  of  these 
deer  to  wildlife  users.  Since  the  traditional  and  customary  use 
of  deer  was  widespread  throughout  southeast  Alaska,  the  SEIS 
needs  to  address  the  specific  game  populations  affected  by 
logging  (on  a site  by  site  basis)  so  that  wildlife  users  can 
determine  the  impacts  of  each  SEIS  alternative.  Since  the 
alternatives  cover  such  a large  area,  affected  users  may  only  be 
interested  in  the  specific  impacts  over  much  smaller  areas. 

These  site  by  site  impacts  cannot  be  explicitly  identified  since 
they  are  all  lumped  together.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  6, 

9 and  11. 


230-33  21.  AA12,  3-53,  Visual  Resources. 

From  the  discussion,  it  is  not  clear  how  the  Visual  Quality 
Objectives  (VQO)  were  assigned  or  reassigned  during  the  1986-90 
EIS . The  Forest  Plan  was  implemented  eight  years  prior  to  1986 
and  the  discussion  in  the  SEIS  suggests  that  the  assigned  VQOs 
were  base  on  some  prior  existing  inventory  and  the  management 
direction  in  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan.  The  SEIS  needs  to 
identify  the  management  objectives  of  the  original  inventoried 
VQOs  and  explain  why  they  were  reassigned  in  the  1986-90  EIS. 

Once  these  management  objectives  are  established,  then  the 
proposed  changes  (impacts)  from  further  logging  can  be  determined 
for  specific  areas.  The  current  SEIS  does  not  allow  recreation 
users  to  determine  the  site  specific  effects  that  will  occur  when 
a particular  area  is  to  be  logged.  For  example,  VCU  400 
represents  about  28,000  acres  and  contains  a State  Marine  Park. 
Within  this  VCU,  89  percent  of  the  existing  visual  quality  will 
be  substantially  changed  by  future  logging.  It  is  not  clear  if 
the  remaining  11  percent  which  is  to  be  protected  lies  within  the 
viewshed  of  the  park. 
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22.  AA12,  3-61,  first  complete  paragraph. 

There  is  recognition  in  the  SEIS  that  residents  of  southeast 
Alaska  wish  to  "broaden  the  base  of  economic  activity  and  to 
stabilize  the  existing  jobs  through  a continuity  of  resource 
supply."  The  SEIS  does  not  acknowledge  that  sixteen  small 
communities  in  southeast  Alaska  believe  that  further  logging  will 
threaten  their  economic  base  and  social  well-being.  For  example, 
the  recent  Sealaska  Corporation  opinion  poll  shows  that  a 
majority  of  southeast  Alaska  residents  want  to  protection  for 
more  fish  and  wildlife  areas,  even  it  means  a loss  in  timber- 
related  employment. 

230-56  23.  AA12 , 3-63,  Table  3-30,  Population  Change  in  Southeast 

Region  in  1980  and  1986. 

Based  on  the  increased  populations  for  nearly  all 
communities,  the  SEIS  should  evaluate  the  increase  in  demand  for 
subsistence  uses  in  Analysis  Area  12  and  how  further  logging  may 
significantly  restrict  future  opportunities.  Demand  for 
subsistence  use  is  most  likely  to  rise,  while  opportunities  will 
decrease  due  to  habitat  changes  from  logging.  Since  deer 
populations  are  already  depressed  due  to  climatic  events  and 
predation,  further  adverse  impacts  to  deer  habitat  will  delay  the 
rebound  in  deer  populations.  This  is  already  a significant 
restriction  on  future  subsistence  use  opportunities,  sport 
hunting  and  other  uses. 

230-31  24.  AA12 , 4-4,  third  complete  paragraph. 

The  benefits  of  precommercial  thinning  are  overstated  since 
little,  if  any,  long-term  benefits  can  be  demonstrated  for  old- 
growth  dependent  wildlife.  Recent  research  has  not  shown  that 
significant  wildlife  habitat  improvements  that  can  be  sustained 
over  the  100  year  harvest  rotation.  Precommercial  thinning 
provides  employment,  but  not  in  significant  numbers.  In  recent 
years  there  has  been  a significant  reduction  in  the  amount  of 
precommercial  thinning  on  the  Tongass.  This  is  because  there  has 
been  an  excess  of  40,000  acres  thinned  since  1980.  Since  1980, 
an  average  of  5,274  acres  per  year  have  been  thinned  supporting 
an  average  annualized  employment  level  of  33  jobs  forest  wide. 
This  represents  about  2 percent  of  the  Tongass  timber  dependent 
jobs  in  southeast  Alaska.  Analysis  Area  12  would  account  for 
only  a portion  of  this  forest  wide  total. 

230-32  25.  AA12 , 4-5  to  4-13,  Tables  on  acres  affected  by  selected 

categories,  i.e.,  forested  habitat,  inland  wetlands,  etc. 

The  tables  summarizing  impacts  yield  little  useful 
information  on  site-specific  impacts.  The  site-specific  detail 
has  been  lost  in  the  aggregation  of  impacts  by  VCUs.  VCUs  are 
large  heterogenous  areas  having  a wide  variety  of  conditions, 
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230-32  habitat  capabilities  and  use  opportunities.  Second,  the  acres 
Cont.  affected  are  not  translated  to  losses  and  gains  in  game 

populations,  resource  use  opportunities,  and  economic  tradeoffs. 
See  our  comments  under  numbers  18  and  20  above. 

230-33  26.  AA12 , 4-34,  Visual  Resources. 

The  relative  change  in  visual  condition  is  described  without 
a reference  point  to  determine  how  this  may  deviate  from  the 
visual  quality/ recreation  management  objectives  for  specific 
areas  and  whether  these  changes  will  change  existing  use 
patterns.  Again,  there  is  insufficient  detail  to  determine  site- 
specific  effects.  See  our  comments  under  21  above. 

230-56  27.  AA12 , 4-38,  third  complete  paragraph. 

The  McDowell  Group  study  has  been  criticized  for  its  overly 
simplified  assumptions  and  erroneous  conclusions  concerning  the 
employment  multipliers.  While  the  estimated  impacts  may  be 
reasonable,  the  methodology  will  not  stand  up  to  professional 
peer  review.  This  information  should  be  replaced  by  a credible 
analysis  or  eliminated  from  the  SEIS. 

230-34  28.  AA12 , 4-42  to  4-45,  Subsistence. 

The  conclusion  that  minimal  impacts  will  occur  to 
subsistence  resources  from  further  logging  cannot  be 
substantiated.  Overly  simplified  habitat  models  were  used  in 
lieu  of  better  information.  Site-specific  impacts  were  lumped 
into  large  heterogenous  comparative  units  averaging  about  20,000+ 
acres  in  size.  Information  is  lacking  on  how  specific  timber 
harvest  units  will  affect  specific  fish  and  wildlife  populations. 
An  erroneous  assumption  has  been  made  that  subsistence 
opportunities  can  be  freely  substituted  from  one  area  to  another. 
There  is  no  recognition  that  subsistence  uses  will  increase  with 
growing  populations  in  rural  communities.  Further  logging  will 
only  reduce  existing  habitat-carrying  capacity  for  many  old- 
growth  dependent  species  and  will  inhibit/prohibit  the  recovery 
of  populations  which  have  been  depressed  by  other  factors. 

230-44  29.  AA12 , 4-46  and  4-47,  Assumptions. 

The  assumption  that  second-growth  stands  can  be  managed  to 
provide  cover  and  forage  needs  further  clarification  and  is 
potentially  misleading  given  the  readily  available  information. 
Recent  research  indicates  that  thinning  does  not  result  any  long- 
term sustainable  food  supply  for  old-growth  dependent  species 
such  as  Black-tailed  deer.  Thus,  the  marginal  value  of  the  food 
and  cover  assumed  in  managed  second-growth  needs  to  be  specified. 
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230-45  The  assumption  that  all  commercial  forest  lands  (cfl)  are 

equally  subject  to  impacts  is  inconsistent  with  Forest  Service 
research  and  administrative  studies.  This  is  best  illustrated  by 
the  multi-entry  timber  sale  layout  studies.  This  process  looks 
at  the  costs  to  harvest  all  the  operable  cfl  in  a given  area  over 
several  timber  harvest  entries  — usually  until  all  the  old- 
growth,  operable  cfl  is  harvested.  An  example,  of  the 
anticipated  costs  and  revenues  associated  with  harvesting  all  the 
operable  cfl  is  attached  as  exhibit  A.  This  exhibit  shows  costs 
rapidly  rising  until  the  last  stick  of  old-growth  cfl  is  logged. 
The  rise  occurs  because  timber  is  less  accessible  from  one 
harvest  entry  to  the  next  and  the  more  productive  lands  are 
usually  taken  first.  Costs  increase  as  logging  proceeds  up  the 
valley  to  where  the  trees  are  on  higher  and  steeper  areas. 

Like  costs,  the  risk  of  adverse  environmental  risk  and  impacts 
also  rise.  Thus,  the  assumed  equal  probability  of  impacts  is 
inconsistent  with  existing  information. 

230-57  30.  AA12 , 4-48  to  4-51,  Figure  4-2,  Table  4-28  and  Table  4-29. 

Figure  4-2  is  an  excellent  graphic,  but  does  not  provide  any 
indication  of  the  operable  cfl  that  is  remaining  and  how  much  is 
effectively  isolated  behind  existing  backlines.  The  economic  and 
resource  tradeoff  associated  with  logging  this  isolated  timber  in 
the  future,  i.e.,  yarding  through  the  reestablished  second-growth 
down-slope,  helicopter  logging  or  building  additional  roads  high 
up  on  the  mountain  slopes  needs  to  be  disclosed  in  the  SEIS. 

230-58  31.  AA12 , 4-54,  Wildlife  Species. 

Given  the  crudeness  of  the  deer  habitat  models,  the 
potential  deer  numbers  are  questionable.  Of  the  deer  remaining, 
it  is  not  apparent  how  many  will  be  readily  accessible  to  hunt  or 
view.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  20,  23,  25  and  29. 

230-46  32.  AA12 , 4-56  to  4-58,  Fisheries/Hydrology , Stream  Temperature 

and  Streamside  Disturbance  Effects. 

While  research  exists  on  how  streamside  management  may 
increase  fisheries  production,  there  is  no  comprehensive 
scientific  monitoring  information  to  support  the  practice  of 
harvesting  timber  within  the  100  foot  buffer  strips,  nor  is  there 
information  that  determines  what  water  quality  standards  can  be 
met  in  streams  adjacent  to  logged  areas  through  the  best 
management  practices.  There  is  no  monitoring  information  on 
230-5  whether  the  streamside  protection  measures  are  effectively 
implemented  and  maintained.  Without  this  site-specific 
information  on  the  effectiveness  of  protection  measures  that  are 
similar  to  the  ones  "specified"  (by  tiering)  in  the  SEIS,  there 
is  no  way  to  judge  the  site-specific  and  cumulative  impacts  on 
water  quality  and  fisheries  production. 
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230-33 

33.  AA12,  4-58  to  4-64.  Recreation  and  Visual  Quality. 

Some  of  the  relative  changes  in  attributes  that  can  affect 
recreation  and  visual  quality  are  described.  However,  there  are 
no  reference  points  to  determine  how  these  changes  may  deviate 
from  the  recreation/visual  quality  objectives  for  specific  areas 
or  how  they  relate  to  the  expected  demand  for  these  resources 
over  the  long-term.  Only  gross  changes  are  described  without 
sufficient  detail  to  determine  site-specific  effects.  See  our 
comments  under  number  21  above. 

230-34 

34.  AA12,  4-66,  Wildlife. 

See  our  comments  under  number  28  above. 

230-35 

35.  AA12 , 4-67,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of 
Resources . 

The  SEIS  fails  to  describe  the  loss  of  old-growth  timber 
stands  as  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of  resources. 
There  will  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  old-growth  timber  over  the 
time  horizon  chosen  to  evaluate  long-term  cumulative  effects  in 
the  SEIS.  The  Society  of  American  Foresters  recognizes  that  the 
best  way  to  manage  old-growth  timber  is  to  preserve  old-growth 
areas,  and  that  it  is  not  practical  to  manage  second-growth 
timber  stands  to  achieve  old-growth  like  conditions,  i.e.  manage 
these  stands  over  a 250  to  350  year  rotation. 

230-36 

The  notion  that  the  no  action  alternative  is  an 
irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  is  erroneous.  Old-growth 
timber  stands  are  composed  of  uneven  aged  trees  — varying  in  age 
from  one  year  old  to  800  years  old.  Based  on  the  description  in 
the  SEIS,  these  stands  are  in  dynamic  equilibrium,  where  new 
trees  are  established  as  old  trees  die  off.  There  are  no 
opportunity  costs  in  the  no-action  alternative  if  other  timber  is 
made  available  for  harvest.  The  economic  benefits  for  non-timber 
resources  may  well  exceed  the  opportunity  costs  when  substitute 
timber  can  not  be  offered.  There  are  also  opportunity  costs  to 
other  resource  uses  foregone  due  to  logging.  Since  the  SEIS  only 
evaluates  timber  costs,  there  is  no  meaningful  way  to  evaluate 
economic  tradeoffs,  including  opportunity  costs. 

230-37 

230-29 

The  no  action  alternative  does  not  prohibit  fisheries 
enhancement  projects  per  se.  These  activities  are  even  allowed 
within  designated  wilderness  areas  under  special  provisions  of 
the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act. 

36.  AA12 , 4-68  to  4-70,  Mitigation. 

Outside  of  the  Aleck's  Lake  trial  prescription,  the 
management  measures  are  generic  and  not  site-specific.  This 
generic  approach  is  similar  to  the  management  direction  in  the 

230-29 
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230-29  Area  Guide.  Under  this  approach  there  is  something  for 
everybody,  and  all  protection  measures  are  assumed  to  be 
compatible  with  one  another  and  logging.  Based  on  my  field 
experience  on  the  Tongass  as  a forest  hydrologist,  I find  thisd 
unrealistic.  Tradeoffs  are  inevitable.  That  is  why  a discussion 
of  site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various  alternative 
logging  units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and  displayed 
before  the  public  can  understand  how  they  may  be  affected  by 
further  logging. 

230-59  37.  AA12 , Appendix  B-l,  No  Name  Bay  Environmental  Assessment. 

The  SEIS  states  that  subsistence  uses  in  No  Name  Bay  would 
not  be  displaced,  based  on  the  evidence  that  healthy  black  bear, 
waterfowl  and  salmon  populations  still  exist  in  the  Rowan  Bay  and 
Pillar  Bay  areas  after  15  years  of  logging.  This  analogy  is 
trivial,  without  analyzing  the  site  specific  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  logging  on  subsistence  uses  in  all  three  areas.  This 
finding  is  arbitrary  and  is  analogous  to  the  comparison  of  "do 
you  walk  to  school  and  do  you  carry  your  lunch." 

230-60  38.  AA12,  Appendix  B-2 , Environmental  Assessment  for  deletion  of 

units  DIO  and  Dll. 

This  information  demonstrates  how  the  SEIS  can  only  be  a 
generic  analysis.  The  company  can  elect  not  to  harvest  certain 
units  — at  least  until  these  units  are  redesigned  to  meet  APC's 
satisfaction.  Thus,  logging  units  which  are  planned  are  often 
modified  during  the  actual  sale  layout.  See  our  general 
comments,  item  1,  SEIS  is  Programmatic,  Not  Site  Specific. 

230-61  39.  AA12 , Appendix  B-3 , Clarification  of  Analysis  Area 

Formulation  And  Selection  For  Further  Analysis  In  the  Phase  II 
Process. 

This  appendix  starts  to  explain  how  the  Forest  Service  has 
disposed  of  some  the  public  comments  made  on  Phase  I of  the  SEIS. 
However,  it  neither  explains  why  a very  narrow  range  of 
alternatives  was  selected,  nor  why  a generic  evaluation  was 
chosen  over  a site-specific  analysis  of  impacts.  See  our  general 
comments  under  1.  SEIS  Is  Programmatic  and  Not  Site-Specific  and 
4.  An  Inadequate  Range  In  Selected  Alternatives. 

40.  AA12 , Appendix  C-l,  Logistical  Constraints. 

See  our  general  comments  under  1.  SEIS  Is  Programmatic  and 
Not  Site-Specific  and  4.  An  Inadequate  Range  In  Selected 
Alternatives . 


STEVE  COW  PER,  GOVERN  Of 


DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  CAME  pobox2o 

DOUGLAS.  ALASKA  99824-0020 

SOUTHEAST  REGIONAL  OFFICE  PH°NE  <9°?) 


June  20,  1989 


Mr.  Steve  Brink,  Team  Leader 
Tongass  Plan  Revision  IDT 
US DA  Forest  Service 
8465  Old  Dairy  Rd. 

Juneau,  AK  99801 

Dear  Steve: 

We  very  much  appreciated  the  time  you  and  your  staff  spent 
with  us  on  12  June  1989  explaining  problems  associated  with 
the  timber-type  database  to  be  used  in  the  TLMP  revision. 
Because  the  validity  of  many  analyses  in  the  Revision  will 
depend  on  reasonably  accurate  timber-type  information, 
including  impacts  on  wildlife,  we  believe  it  is  essential 
that  this  problem  be  resolved  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

At  present,  our  understanding  is  that  a sample  of  516  field 
plots  throughout  the  forest  failed  to  produce  data 
consistent  with  the  timber  inventory  now  in  the  GIS,  i.e. 
with  existing  type  maps.  We  have  done  some  preliminary 
statistical  analyses  on  the  data  you  provided  us  on  12  June 
1989  comparing  the  timber-type  database  with  the  516  field 
plots  (enclosed) , and  have  arrived  at  two  conclusions: 

1.  The  data  from  the  516  plots  differ  significantly,  in  a 
statistical  sense,  from  the  timber-type  data  currently 
in  the  GIS.  In  fact,  the  correlation  between  rows  and 
columns  is  very  low.  As  an  example,  the  sample  plots 
indicate  Volume  Class  V in  the  database  may  contain 
more  Volume  Class  VI  than  it  does  Volume  Class  V. 

2.  At  this  point,  there  is  no  reason  to  prefer  one  set  of 
data  over  the  other.  That  is,  serious  doubt  has  been 
cast  on  the  value  of  the  timber-type  maps,  but  nothing 
better  is  yet  available. 

We  believe  it  would  be  premature  to  recommend  a way  to 
resolve  this  inconsistency  as  it  relates  to  the  nine 
wildlife  habitat  models  that  require  timber  volume  data 
until  we  have  more  information  about  the  way  in  which 
various  data  sets  were  assembled.  To  that  end,  we  suggest  a 
meeting  involving  IDT  members  and  our  staffs,  as  well  as 
Forest  Service  staff  who  are  knowledgeable  about  the  data 


collection  procedures  employed  in  the  TLMP  I timber 
database,  the  type  maps  in  the  current  GIS,  and  this  new 
wrinkle  of  the  516  plots.  We  suggest  including  Mr.  George 
Rogers  and  Mr.  Bill  Wilson  in  these  discussions  if 
appropriate.  Please  contact  us  to  suggest  a meeting  date 
convenient  for  you  and  your  staff. 

We  still  anticipate  that  the  wildlife  habitat  capability 
models  will  be  evaluated  against  all  available  population 
and  habitat  use  data  before  they  are  used  in  the  Tongass 
Plan  Revision.  This  uncertainty  about  the  timber  volume 
component  of  the  wildlife  models  increases  our  concerns 
about  the  feasibility  of  preparing  a draft  plan  and  EIS  by 
December  1989. 

Again,  it  is  our  desire  to  work  cooperatively  with  your 
staff  to  find  an  early  resolution  to  this  potentially 
serious  problem. 

Sincerely, 


Enclosure 

cc:  Frank  Rue,  Habitat 

Lew  Pamplin,  Wildlife  Conservation 
Lana  Shea,  Habitat 
Rod  Flynn,  Wildlife  Conservation 
C.  Lindh,  OMB/DGC 


Division  of  Habitat 


Dave  Anderson 

Regional  Supervisor 

Division  of  Wildlife  Conservation 
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ANALYSIS  AREA  3 

Freshwater-Whitestone  — 206,968  acres 

1.  AA3 , 1-14,  Purpose  and  Need. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  AA12  apply  to  AA3.  See  our 
comments  under  numbers  1 and  2 for  Analysis  Area  12 . 

2.  AA3 , 1-17,  Issues  1 and  2. 

The  cost  and  benefit  analysis  that  addresses  issue  2 is 
inadequate.  The  analysis  is  only  limited  to  timber  management 
and  harvesting  costs  and  ignores  all  other  economic  costs  and 
benefits  such  as  commercial  fisheries.  The  analysis  of 
socioeconomic  impacts  is  also  inadequate.  It  only  evaluates  this 
issue  in  terms  of  timber-related  economic  activities.  See  our 
general  comments  under  item  (6)  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis. 

3.  AA3 , 1-18,  1986-90  Administrative  Appeal  Issues. 

While  these  issues  are  listed  in  generic  form  and  the  details 
are  presented  in  Appendices  B-4  and  B-5,  there  is  no  explicit 
discussion  of  these  issues  in  Chapters  2 (Alternatives  Including 
the  Proposed  Action)  and  Chapter  3 (Environmental  Consequences) . 
Since  many  of  these  appeal  issues  are  related  to  the  failure  to 
(1)  consider  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives,  (2)  quantify 
site-specific  impacts,  and  (3)  evaluate  cumulative  impacts,  they 
are  very  relevant  to  the  SEIS.  See  our  comments  under  number  3 
for  Analysis  Area  12. 

4.  AA3 , 1-18  and  1-19,  Under  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this 
SEIS. 


Renegotiation  of  the  contracts  to  provide  greater 
environmental  protection  and/or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  timber 
offered  to  what  is  actually  needed  are  reasonable  options  that 
the  Forest  Service  can  evaluate  and  implement.  Major  changes  in 
the  location  of  logging  units,  the  timing  of  harvest,  and  the 
volume  to  be  made  available,  can  be  made  under  the  long-term 
timber  sale  contract.  This  is  best  exemplified  by  the  1985 
Agreement  between  APC  and  the  Forest  Service,  in  which  the 
Suntaheen  area  was  laid  out  for  timber  harvesting  in  the  1981-85 
operating  plan.  This  area  was  subsequently  deleted  under  the 
1985  agreement,  but  then  harvested  in  1988  under  the  1986-90 
operating  plan.  The  SEIS  eliminates  these  reasonable 
alternatives  and  thus  arbitrarily  limits  the  remedies  to  reduce 
adverse  environmental  impacts  to  non-timber  resource  users. 
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230-14  5.  AA3 , 2-2,  Formulation  of  Alternatives  and  Alternatives 

Considered  But  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study. 

The  Forest  Service  has  unduly  constrained  the  alternatives 
considered  for  detailed  study  by  (1)  the  time  remaining  in  the 
1986-90  operating  period,  (2)  the  existing  long-term  timber  sale 
contractual  requirements,  and  (3)  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD) 
issued  for  the  APC  1986-90  operating  period.  These  constraints 
limit  the  analysis  to  areas  where  permits  exist  for  log  dumps  or 
where  there  is  enough  time  to  construct  new  logging  roads  before 
the  end  of  the  1990  logging  season.  This  means  that  only  a small 
portion  of  the  unharvested  logging  units  previously  considered  in 
the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  periods  are  being 
evaluated  in  Phase  II  of  the  SEIS. 

The  above  practices  are  not  absolute.  First,  the  contracts 
are  not  inviolate.  Major  changes  in  the  location  of  logging 
units,  the  timing  of  harvest,  and  the  volume  to  be  made 
available,  can  be  made  under  the  long-term  timber  sale  contract. 
This  is  best  exemplified  by  the  1985  Agreement  between  APC  and 
the  Forest  Service.  The  practice  of  carrying  over  unharvested 
logging  units  from  one  five-year  operating  period  to  the  next  is 
well  established  and  defeats  the  argument  of  a firm  1990 
deadline.  The  unharvested  areas  from  the  1981-85  operating 
period  are  now  eight  years  old.  There  has  been  ample  time  to 
gain  the  required  permits  and  plan  for  roads  in  advance. 

230-20  The  SEIS  has  misconstrued  the  intent  of  the  no  action  and 

no-further  harvesting  alternatives.  The  existing  no-action 
alternative  is  actually  defined  in  terms  of  a temporary  court 
agreement  designed  to  limit  activities  while  the  Forest  Service 
corrected  the  NEPA  deficiencies  in  the  EISs  for  the  1981-85  and 
1986-90  operating  periods.  The  court  agreement  was  not  designed 
to  become  the  basis  for  future  management  options.  The  no 
further  harvesting  alternative  is  also  a misnomer.  It  assumes 
that  harvesting  under  the  1986-90  ROD  will  occur,  at  least  for 
the  1989  operating.  The  SEIS  needs  to  evaluate  a range  of 
alternatives  from  no  timber  harvesting  to  a logging  plan  meeting 
all  existing  contractual  requirements,  despite  existing  legal 
encumbrances . 

230-24  it  is  not  clear  why  only  one  State  Water  Quality  standard  — 

sediment  — is  evaluated.  The  full  range  of  applicable  water 
quality  standards  need  to  be  evaluated,  including  turbidity  and 
temperature. 

230-25  6.  AA3 , 2-3,  Alternative  1 - No  Action-Current  Direction. 

An  alternative  of  proceeding  only  until  the  court  agreement 
expires  is  vague  and  should  not  be  combined  with  the  no-action 
alternative.  First,  the  court  agreement  is  open-ended  and 
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230-25  subject  to  renegotiation.  The  original  agreement  has  already 
Cont.  been  amended  for  the  1989  operating  period.  This  agreement  is  a 
stop-gap  measure  which  recognizes  that  if  logging  is  to  continue 
until  the  SEIS  is  finalized  it  has  to  be  done  in  a illegal  manner 
under  the  provisions  of  NEPA  and  ANILCA.  Thus,  Alternative  1 is 
founded  on  an  illegal  basis  and  is  not  a viable  and  feasible 
alternative  in  the  SEIS.  The  intent  of  the  no-action  alternative 
is  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  not  providing  any  timber  for 
harvest  under  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating  periods.  Since 
this  was  not  done  in  the  prior  EISs  and  some  harvesting  has 
proceeded,  the  intent  of  this  alternative  is  limited  to  no  more 
logging  after  the  SEIS  is  finalized,  whether  or  not  harvesting  is 
completed  in  the  non-def erred  VCUs.  If  the  No-Action  alternative 
means  a breach  of  the  contract,  then  this  alternative  should 
describe  the  social,  economic  and  environmental  consequences  of 
this  action.  See  our  general  comments  under  number  4.,  A Lack  of 
a Reasonable  Range  in  Selected  Alternatives  and  our  comments 
under  number  5 above. 

7.  AA3 , 2-22,  Alternative  2 - No  Further  Harvest  Alternative. 

Like  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  No-Further  Harvest 

230-25  Alternative  is  a misnomer.  The  no-further  harvesting  alternative 
is  really  the  current  direction  and  is  inclusive  of  the  court 
agreement  and  some  assumptions  that  the  SEIS  will  ultimately 
approve  the  decisions  in  the  ROD  for  the  1986-90  operating  plan. 
The  SEIS  was  not  to  just  look  at  some  marginal  decisions  above 
and  beyond  those  made  in  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  EISs,  but  to 
remedy  the  procedural  flaws  throughout  the  entire  EIS  process, 
recognizing  that  some  harvesting  had  already  been  illegally 
cleared  under  NEPA. 

230-18  8.  AA3 , 2-97,  Issue  1:  Socioeconomic  effects  of  timber 

harvesting  and  associated  development. 

We  note  the  same  procedural  problems  in  evaluating  the 
alternatives  against  this  issue  in  Analysis  Area  12.  Please 
refer  to  our  comments  under  number  7 for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-19  9.  AA3 , 2-97  and  2-98,  Issue  2:  Cost  and  benefits  associated 

with  implementing  the  alternatives. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  inadequate.  First,  the 
economic  costs  and  benefits  evaluated  are  limited  to  the  (1) 
costs  of  logging  and  manufacturing  the  timber  from  the  APC  sale 
area  and  (2)  the  potential  number  of  timber-related  jobs  and 
wages  attributed  to  the  timber  volume  made  available  under  the 
long-term  timber  sale  contract.  Second,  timber-related 
employment  that  is  attributed  to  the  alternatives  is  overstated, 
since  each  alternative  represents  a contractual  timber 
requirement  to  make  timber  available  which  exceeds  the  actual 
anticipated  harvest.  This  overstates  the  equity  considerations 
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230*19  in  favor  of  the  timber  industry  over  other  forest  dependent 
industries . 

The  analysis  of  Forest  Service  costs  to  prepare  and 
administer  the  APC  sale  and  implement  mitigation  measures  are 
totally  omitted  under  this  issue.  These  costs  are  significant, 
since  the  Forest  Service  incurs  the  repeated  costs  of  preparing 
timber  which  is  not  logged  and  is  then  carried  forward  into  the 
next  five  year  operating  plan. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  short-term  and  long-term 
economic  efficiency  of  the  alternatives.  The  "economic  analysis" 
omits  the  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  non-timber  resource 
uses.  The  jobs  and  wages  associated  with  non-timber  resources 
are  also  totally  ignored  in  the  equity  analysis.  The  only 
mention  of  these  non-timber  economic  sectors  is  in  a 
socioeconomic  overview  for  the  entire  southeast  Alaska  region, 
which  is  not  particularly  helpful. 

230-26  10.  AA3 , 2-99  and  2-100,  Issue  4:  Effects  of  timber  harvest  and 

related  activities  on  wildlife  habitat. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  generic  rather  than  being 
site-specific.  First,  the  habitat  models  have  been  overly 
simplified  in  comparison  to  the  state  of  the  art  models  that 
forecast  wildlife  populations.  This  means  that  there  is  little 
sensitivity  in  the  analysis  to  differences  between  high  value  and 
low  value  habitat.  Second,  inaccessible  wildlife  are  valued  at 
the  same  rate  as  readily  accessible  wildlife.  Thus,  there  is  no 
analysis  of  site-specific  effects  on  wildlife  populations  that 
have  been  customarily  and  traditionally  used. 

230-41  ll.  AA3 , 2-102  and  2-103,  Issue  8:  Effects  on  visual, 
recreation,  and  wilderness  resources. 

We  note  the  same  procedural  problems  in  evaluating  the 
alternatives  against  this  issue  in  Analysis  Area  12.  Please 
refer  to  our  comments  under  number  11  for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-27  12.  AA3 , 2-104,  Appeal  Issue:  Effects  of  proposed  activities  on 

subsistence  uses. 

The  claim  of  minor  or  no  effects  can  not  be  substantiated 
due  to  the  overly  simplified  wildlife  models,  the  assumed 
indiscriminate  substitution  of  inaccessible  for  accessible 
wildlife  and  the  failure  to  explicitly  consider  an  increase  in 
the  future  demand  for  subsistence  uses.  Managing  for  increased 
competition  for  wildlife  will  require  more  than  managing  road 
access.  Declining  wildlife  populations  due  to  logging  and  an 
increase  in  subsistence  users  and  sport-hunters  and  other  users 
will  have  to  be  considered. 
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230-42 

230-19 


230-29 

230-30 


230-43 


13.  AA3 , 2-104,  Management  Concern  (from  1986-90  FEIS) : Use  of 
nonstandard  logging  system. 

See  our  comments  under  number  12  for  Analysis  Area  12. 

14.  AA3 , 2-106  to  2-108,  Economic  Comparison. 

There  is  a failure  to  analyze  the  non-timber  related  jobs 
and  the  non-timber  economic  activities  affected  by  logging. 

In  addition,  their  impacts  appear  to  be  stated  in  terms  of  all  or 
nothing  — the  worst  case  scenario  approach  — rather  than 
realistic,  marginal  effects.  See  our  comment  under  number  8 
above. 

15.  AA3 , 2-110  and  2-111,  Standard  and  Guidelines  and  Mitigation 
Measures . 

The  descriptions  of  the  standards  and  guidelines  and 
mitigation  measures  in  the  1981-86  FEIS  are  generic  and  not  site- 
specific.  Under  this  approach  there  is  no  recognition  that 
tradeoffs  are  inevitable  and  that  mitigation  measures  must  be 
customized  for  each  application.  That  is  why  a discussion  of 
site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various  alternative  logging 
units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and  displayed  in  the  SEIS. 

16.  AA3 , 3-15  and  3-16,  Timber  Harvest  Modifications  from  APC 
1981-86  ROD  and  APC  1986-90  ROD. 

There  is  no  site-specific  documentation  of  these 
modifications  nor  why  they  were  deemed  necessary.  There  is  only 
a summary  of  the  aggregate  changes  and  a list  of  possible  reasons 
as  to  why  they  occurred.  This  approach  demonstrates  the  generic 
approach  taken  in  the  SEIS.  The  SEIS  needs  to  disclose  the  site 
by  site  planned  actions  (including  any  subsequent  modifications) , 
the  environmental  protection  measures  employed,  and  the 
anticipated  economic  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  planned 
actions.  The  actual  timber  harvest  unit  cards  which  document  how 
and  when  these  harvest  units  were  changed  need  to  be  included  in 
the  SEIS,  along  with  a discussion  on  why  these  changes  were 
deemed  the  best  way  to  proceed. 

17.  AA3 , 3-19  to  3-29,  Wildlife. 

The  knowledge  of  what  constitutes  high  quality  deer  habitat 
has  greatly  improved  in  recent  years.  However,  the  SEIS 
evaluation  of  deer  habitat  impacted  by  logging  does  not  use  this 
available  information.  Correcting  this  failure  is  a prerequisite 
before  wildlife  users  can  understand  the  site-specific 
ramifications  of  further  logging.  If  some  areas  within  the 
overall  winter  habitat  are  more  important  than  others,  then 
identifying  and  protecting  these  site  specific  areas  would 


230-43 

Cont. 

230-33 


230-32 


230-33 

230-18 


minimize  the  total  impacts.  This  type  of  site-specific,  detailed 
information  is  lacking  in  the  SEIS.  See  our  comments  on  Phase  I, 
number  27,  dated  October  18,  1988. 

18.  AA3 , 3-58  to  3-64.  Visual  Resources. 

We  note  that  the  procedure  to  assign  Visual  Quality 
Objectives  for  the  VCUs  in  Analysis  3 (AA3)  appears  to  be 
different  from  how  it  was  assigned  in  Analysis  Area  12  (AA12) . 

For  AA12 , SEIS  suggests  that  the  assigned  VQOs  were  based  on  (1) 
some  prior  existing  inventory  and  (2)  the  management  direction  in 
the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan.  For  AA3 , the  SEIS  only  states 
that  the  VQOs  were  assigned  during  the  preparation  of  1986-90 
EIS . In  both  cases,  the  SEIS  needs  to  describe  what  the 
management  objectives  are  for  each  area  and  why  they  may  have 
been  changed  in  the  1986-90  EIS.  Once  these  management 
objectives  are  established,  then  the  proposed  changes  (impacts) 
from  further  logging  can  be  determined  for  specific  areas. 

19.  AA3 , 4-13  to  4-22,  Tables  on  acres  affected  by  selected 
categories,  i.e.,  forested  habitat,  inland  wetlands,  etc. 

The  tables  summarizing  impacts  provide  little  information  on 
site-specific  impacts.  The  site-specific  detail  has  been  lost  in 
the  aggregation  of  impacts  by  VCUs.  VCUs  are  large  heterogenous 
areas  having  a wide  variety  of  conditions,  habitat  capabilities 
and  use  opportunities.  The  estimated  changes  in  wildlife 
population  in  Tables  4-17  to  4-18,  do  not  allow  the  public  to 
determine  which  specific  game  populations  are  affected,  i.e., 
whether  they  have  been  traditionally  and  customarily  used  or 
whether  they  are  remote  and  inaccessible. 

20.  AA3 , 4-53  to  4-56,  Visual  Resources. 

The  relative  change  in  visual  condition  is  described  without 
a reference  point  to  determine  how  this  may  deviate  from  the 
visual  quality/recreation  management  objectives  for  specific 
areas  and  whether  these  changes  will  change  existing  use 
patterns.  Again,  there  is  insufficient  detail  to  determine  site- 
specific  effects. 

21.  AA3 , 4-58  to  4-62,  Economic  Impacts. 

The  economic  analysis  is  inadequate.  It  only  evaluates  the 
alternatives  in  terms  of  timber  related  economic  activities  and 
ignores  all  other  economic  activities  affected  by  logging,  i.e., 
commercial  fishing,  tourism  and  subsistence  use.  See  our  general 
comments  under  number  6,  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis. 
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230-34  22.  AA3 , 4-63  to  4-64,  Subsistence. 

The  conclusion  that  minimal  impacts  from  further  logging 
will  occur  to  subsistence  resources  cannot  be  substantiated. 
Overly  simplified  deer  habitat  models  were  used  in  lieu  of  better 
information.  Site-specific  impacts  were  lumped  into  large 
heterogenous  comparative  units  averaging  over  20,000  acres  in 
size.  Information  is  lacking  on  how  specific  timber  harvest 
units  will  affect  specific  fish  and  wildlife  populations.  An 
erroneous  assumption  has  been  made  that  subsistence  opportunities 
can  be  freely  substituted  from  one  area  to  another.  There  is  no 
recognition  that  subsistence  uses  will  increase  with  growing 
populations  in  rural  communities  and  that  greater  competition  for 
wildlife  will  results  from  the  increasing  demand  for  sport- 
hunting while  further  reductions  in  many  old-growth  dependent 
species  will  result  from  logging. 

230-44  23.  AA3 , 4-68  and  4-69,  Assumptions. 

The  assumption  that  second-growth  stands  can  be  managed  to 
provide  cover  and  forage  needs  further  clarification  and  is 
potentially  misleading  given  the  readily  available  information. 
Recent  research  indicates  that  thinning  does  not  result  in  any 
long-term  sustainable  food  supply  for  old-growth  dependent 
species  such  as  Black-tailed  deer.  Thus,  the  marginal  value  of 
the  food  and  cover  assumed  in  managed  second-growth  needs  to  be 
specified. 

30-45  The  assumption  that  all  commercially  forest  lands  (cfl)  are 

equally  subject  to  impacts  is  inconsistent  with  Forest  Service 
research  and  administrative  studies.  This  is  best  illustrated  by 
the  multi-entry  timber  sale  layout  studies.  This  process  looks 
at  the  costs  to  harvest  all  the  operable  cfl  in  a given  area  over 
several  timber  harvest  entries  — usually  until  all  the  old- 
growth,  operable  cfl  is  harvested.  An  example  of  the  anticipated 
costs  and  revenues  associated  with  harvesting  all  the  operable 
cfl  is  attached  as  exhibit  A.  This  exhibit  shows  costs  rapidly 
rising  until  the  last  stick  of  old-growth  cfl  is  logged.  The 
rise  occurs  because  timber  is  less  accessible  from  one  harvest 
entry  to  the  next  and  the  more  productive  lands  are  usually  taken 
first.  Costs  increase  as  logging  proceeds  up  the  valley  to  where 
the  trees  are  on  higher  and  steeper  areas.  Like  costs,  the  risk 
of  adverse  environmental  risk  and  impacts  also  rise.  Thus,  the 
assumed  equal  probability  of  impacts  is  inconsistent  with 
existing  information. 

230-46  24.  AA3 , 4-81  to  4-83,  Fisheries/Hydrology,  Stream  Temperature 

and  Streamside  Disturbance  Effects. 

While  research  exists  on  how  streamside  management  may 
increase  fisheries  production,  there  is  no  comprehensive 
scientific  monitoring  information  to  support  the  practice  of 


8 


230-46  harvesting  timber  within  the  100  foot  buffer  strips,  nor  is  there 
information  that  determines  what  water  quality  standards  can  be 
met  in  streams  adjacent  to  logged  areas  through  best  management 
practices.  There  is  no  monitoring  information  on  whether  the 
230-5  streamside  protection  measures  are  effectively  implemented  and 
maintained.  The  monitoring  information  cited  on  pages  4-43  is 
not  conclusive  nor  can  it  be  professionally  extrapolated  to  the 
wide  range  of  environmental  conditions  on  which  logging  is 
conducted.  Much  of  the  Kadashan  information  has  never  been 
fully  evaluated  and  some  of  the  data  has  been  lost. 

230-48  The  lack  of  monitoring  information  in  general  and  the 

discontinuity  of  the  Kadashan  information  in  particular  were 
major  stumbling  blocks  for  a group  of  resource  specialists  that 
built  the  Southeast  Alaska  Multiresource  Model  (SAMM) . While  the 
authors  of  SAMM  exploited  all  available  monitoring  information 
available  in  southeast  Alaska,  the  documentation  of  the  model 
states  that  it  is  to  be  used  as  a educational  tool  only  and  that 
the  supporting  information  was  not  strong  enough  to  make  resource 
management  decisions. 

230-47  Without  site-specific  information  on  the  effectiveness  of 

protection  measures  that  are  similar  to  the  ones  "specified"  (by 
tiering)  in  the  SEIS,  there  is  no  way  to  judge  what  are  the  site- 
specific  and  cumulative  impacts  on  water  quality  and  fisheries 
production. 

230-33  25.  AA3 , 4-88  to  4-93,  Recreation  and  Visual  Quality. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  AA12  apply  to  AA3 . See  our 
comments  under  numbers  26  and  33  for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-35  26.  AA3 , 4-98,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of 

Resources . 

The  SEIS  fails  to  describe  the  loss  of  old-growth  timber 
stands  as  a irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of  resources. 
There  will  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  old-growth  timber  over  the 
time  horizon  chosen  to  evaluate  long-term  cumulative  effects  in 
the  SEIS.  The  Society  of  American  Foresters  recognizes  that  the 
best  way  to  manage  old-growth  timber  is  to  preserve  old-growth 
areas,  and  that  is  it  not  practical  to  manage  second-growth 
timber  stands  to  achieve  old-growth  like  conditions,  i.e.  manage 
these  stands  over  a 250  to  350  year  rotation. 

230-36  The  notion  that  the  no  action  alternative  is  an 

irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  is  erroneous.  Old-growth 
timber  stands  are  composed  of  uneven  aged  trees  — varying  in  age 
from  one  year  old  to  800  years  old.  Based  on  the  description  in 
the  SEIS,  these  stands  are  in  dynamic  equilibrium,  where  new 
trees  are  established  as  old  trees  die  off.  There  are  no 
opportunity  costs  in  the  no-action  alternative  if  other  timber  is 
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230-29 


made  available  for  harvest.  The  economic  benefits  for  non-timber 
resources  may  well  exceed  the  opportunity  costs  when  substitute 
timber  can  not  be  offered.  There  are  alsoopportunity  costs  to 
other  resource  uses  foregone  after  logging.  Because  the  SEIS 
only  evaluates  timber  costs,  there  is  no  meaningful  way  to 
evaluate  economic  tradeoffs,  including  opportunity  costs. 

The  no  action  alternative  does  not  prohibit  fisheries 
enhancement  projects  per  se.  These  activities  are  even  allowed 
within  designated  wilderness  areas  under  special  provisions  of 
the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act. 

27.  AA3 , 4-99,  Mitigation. 

The  management  measures  are  generic  and  not  site-specific. 
This  generic  approach  is  similar  to  the  management  direction  in 
the  Area  Guide.  Under  this  approach  all  protection  measures  are 
assumed  to  be  compatible  with  one  another  and  logging.  This  is 
simply  not  realistic  based  on  my  field  experience  on  the  Tongass 
as  a forest  hydrologist.  Tradeoffs  are  inevitable.  That  is  why 
a discussion  of  site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various 
alternative  logging  units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and 
displayed  before  the  public  can  understand  how  they  may  be 
affected  by  further  logging. 
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ANALYSIS  AREA  6 


Corner  Bay  — 170,607  acres 


230-38  1.  AA6 , 1-15,  Purpose  and  Need. 

230-39  The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Area  12  apply  to 

Analysis  Area  6.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  1 and  2 for 
Analysis  Area  12. 

230-18  2.  AA6 , 1-17,  Issues  1 and  2. 

230-19 

The  cost  and  benefit  analysis  that  addresses  issue  2 is 
inadequate.  The  analysis  is  only  limited  to  timber  management 
and  harvesting  costs  and  ignores  all  other  economic  costs  and 
benefits.  Likewise,  the  analysis  of  socioeconomic  impacts  is 
inadequate.  Impacts  are  only  evaluated  in  terms  of  timber 
related  economic  activities.  See  our  general  comments  under 
number  6,  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis. 

230-40  3.  AA6 , 1-19,  1986-90  Administrative  Appeal  Issues. 

We  note  the  same  problems  in  this  section  as  in  the  same 
section  for  the  other  three  analysis  areas.  See  our  comments  for 
Analysis  Area  12  under  number  3. 


230-22  4.  AA6 , 1-20,  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this  SEIS,  Renegotiate 

the  Contract. 


We  note  the  same  problems  in  this  section  as  in  the  same 
section  for  the  other  three  analysis  areas.  See  our  comments  for 
Analysis  Area  12  under  number  4 . 

230-23  5.  AA6 , 1-18,  Under  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this  SEIS, 

Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future. 

We  note  that  while  long-term  cumulative  effects  have  been 
added  to  the  analysis,  the  time  horizon  only  extends  to  the  end 
of  the  contract,  rather  than  to  the  first  complete  harvest 
rotation  under  the  Forest  Plan.  Both  time  frames  are  important 
to  understanding  the  context  in  which  the  Forest  Service  plans 
further  logging  of  the  APC  sale  area.  For  example,  the  practice 
of  relying  almost  exclusively  on  the  Hi-lead  timber  yarding 
system  has  economically  isolated  much  of  the  commercial  forest 
land  (cfl)  that  is  planned  for  timber  harvest  under  the  forest 
plan.  Instead  of  fully  utilizing  all  the  cfl  within  a given 
area,  only  the  best  and  cheapest  timber  is  taken  because  the  Hi- 
lead  system  is  used  in  lieu  of  other  yarding  systems. 
Consequently,  the  Forest  Service  chooses  to  open  new  areas  rather 
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230-23  than  requiring  yarding  systems  that  more  fully  utilize  the  timber 
Cont.  base  in  any  given  area.  A good  example  of  this  situation  is  VCU 
244,  Sitkoh  Lake. 

230-14  6.  AA6 , 2-2,  Formulation  of  Alternatives  and  Alternatives 

230-20  Considered  But  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Areas  3 and  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  6.  See  our  comments  under  number  5 for  Analysis 
Area  3 . 

230-25  7.  AA6,  2-3,  Alternative  1 - No-Action,  Current  Direction,  No 

Further  Harvest. 

An  alternative  of  proceeding  only  until  the  court  agreement 
expires  is  vague  and  should  not  be  combined  with  the  no-action 
alternative.  First,  the  court  agreement  is  open-ended  and 
subject  to  renegotiation.  The  original  agreement  has  already 
been  amended  for  the  1989  operating  period.  This  agreement  is  a 
stop-gap  measure  which  recognizes  that  if  logging  is  to  continue 
until  the  SEIS  is  finalized  it  has  to  be  done  in  a illegal  manner 
under  NEPA  and  ANILCA.  Thus,  Alternative  1 is  founded  on  an 
illegal  basis  and  is  not  a viable  and  feasible  alternative  after 
the  SEIS  is  finalized.  Second,  the  intent  of  the  no-action 
alternative  is  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  not  providing  any 
timber  for  harvest  under  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating 
periods.  Since  this  was  not  done  in  the  prior  EISs  and  some 
harvesting  has  proceeded,  the  intent  of  this  alternative  is 
limited  to  no  more  logging  after  the  SEIS  is  finalized.  If  this 
means  a breach  of  the  contract,  then  this  alternative  should 
describe  the  social  economic  and  environmental  consequences  of 
this  action. 

The  current  direction  (under  the  court  agreement)  is  quite 
different  from  the  no-action  alternative.  Again,  the  actual 
current  direction  is  a short-term,  illegal  stop-gap  measure. 
Combining  the  two  alternatives  is  inappropriate  and  artificially 
limits  the  real  range  of  options  the  Forest  Service  can  evaluate. 
See  our  general  comments,  item  (4)  A Lack  of  a Reasonable  Range 
in  Selected  Alternatives. 

230-8  8.  AA6 , 2-22,  Figure  2 -2b,  VCU  239  Kook  Lake;  Plan  view. 

There  are  major  status  changes  in  the  harvest  units  shown  on 
the  maps  in  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  documents.  For  example,  two 
large  units  on  the  north  side  of  Kook  Lake  have  been  changed  as 
proposed  harvest  areas  in  Phase  I to  harvested  areas  in  Phase  II. 
There  are  harvested  units  in  Phase  II  that  were  not  shown  as 
proposed  or  harvested  units  in  Phase  I.  Units  that  are  shown  as 
harvested  in  Phase  I are  now  shown  as  proposed  units  in  Phase  II. 
Either  these  are  major  errors,  or  the  argument  that  the  NEPA 
documents  for  the  long-term  timber  sales  do  not  represent  actual 
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230-8  on-the-ground  conditions  is  strengthened.  In  any  case,  there  is 
neither  site-specific  documentation  of  these  modifications  or  an 
explanation  of  why  they  were  deemed  necessary.  This  approach 
demonstrates  the  generic  approach  taken  in  the  SEIS.  The  SEIS 
230-4  needs  to  disclose  the  site  by  site  planned  actions  (including  any 
subsequent  modifications) , the  environmental  protection  measures 
employed,  and  the  anticipated  economic  and  environmental  impacts 
of  the  planned  actions.  The  actual  timber  harvest  unit  cards, 
which  document  how  and  when  these  harvest  units  were  changed, 
need  to  be  included  in  the  SEIS,  along  with  a discussion  on  why 
these  changes  were  deemed  the  best  way  to  proceed. 

230-8  Similar  comparisons  between  the  Phase  I and  the  Phase  II 

documents  are  impossible  since  areas  like  VCU  244,  Sitkoh  Lake, 
were  not  included  in  the  Phase  I document. 

The  noted  discrepancies  in  the  harvest  units  above,  demonstrate 
the  flaws  in  using  the  court  agreement  as  the  basis  for 
evaluating  changes  between  one  or  more  of  the  SEIS  alternatives. 

230-27  9.  AA6 , 2-93,  Issue  1:  Socioeconomic  effects  of  timber 

harvesting  and  associated  development. 

We  note  the  same  procedural  problems  in  evaluating  the 
alternatives  against  this  issue  as  in  Analysis  Area  12.  Please 
refer  to  our  comments  under  number  7 for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-19  10.  AA6 , 2-93,  Issue  2:  Cost  and  benefits  associated  with 

implementing  the  alternatives. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  inadequate.  First,  the 
economic  costs  and  benefits  evaluated  are  limited  to  (1)  the 
costs  of  logging  and  manufacturing  timber  from  the  APC  sale  area. 
Second,  the  potential  number  of  timber  related  jobs  and  wages  are 
attributed  to  the  timber  volume  made  available  under  the  long- 
term timber  sale  contract  rather  than  the  expected  timber  to  be 
harvested.  Thus,  timber  related  employment  is  overstated  since 
the  timber  made  available  has  always  exceeded  the  actual  harvest. 
This  overstates  the  equity  considerations  in  favor  of  the  timber 
industry  over  other  forest  dependent  industries. 

The  analysis  of  Forest  Service  costs  to  prepare  and 
administer  the  APC  sale  and  implement  mitigation  measures  are 
totally  omitted  under  this  issue.  These  costs  are  significant, 
since  the  Forest  Service  incurs  the  repeated  costs  of  preparing 
timber  which  is  not  logged  and  is  then  carried  forward  into  the 
next  five  year  operating  plan. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  short-term  and  long-term 
economic  efficiency  of  the  alternatives.  The  "economic  analysis" 
omits  the  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  non-timber  resource 
The  jobs  and  wages  associated  with  non-timber  resources 


uses . 
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230-19  are  also  totally  ignored  in  the  equity  analysis.  The  only 
Cont.  mention  of  these  non-timber,  economic  sectors  is  in  a 

socioeconomic  overview  for  the  entire  southeast  Alaska. 

230-26  11.  AA6 , 2-100,  Issue  4:  Effects  of  timber  harvest  and  related 

activities  on  wildlife  habitat. 

See  our  comments  under  number  9 for  Analysis  Area  12 

230-27  12.  AA6 , 2-107,  Issue  9:  Effects  of  proposed  activities  on 

subsistence  uses. 

The  claims  of  minor  or  no  effects  can  not  be  substantiated 
due  to  the  assumed  indiscriminate  substitution  of  inaccessible 
for  accessible  wildlife  and  the  failure  to  explicitly  consider  an 
increase  in  the  future  demand  for  subsistence  uses  and  the 
decline  in  deer  populations  in  conjunction  with  changes  in 
hunting  regulations  for  fish  and  game. 

230-19  13.  AA6 , 2-109  and  2-110,  Economic  Comparison  of  Alternatives: 

There  is  a failure  to  analyze  the  non-timber  related  jobs 
and  the  non-timber  economic  activities  effected  by  logging. 

In  addition,  their  impacts  appear  to  be  stated  in  terms  of  all  or 
nothing  — a worst  case  scenario  approach  — rather  than 
realistic,  marginal  effects.  See  our  comment  number  9 above. 

230-29  14.  AA6 , 2-112,  Standard  and  Guidelines  and  Mitigation  Measures. 

The  descriptions  of  the  standards  and  guidelines  and 
mitigation  measures  in  the  1986-90  EIS  are  generic  and  not  site- 
specific.  Under  this  approach  there  is  no  recognition  that 
tradeoffs  are  inevitable  and  that  mitigation  measures  must  be 
customized  for  each  application.  That  is  why  a discussion  of 
site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various  alternative  logging 
units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and  displayed  in  the  SEIS. 

230-30  15.  AA6 , 3-14,  Timber  Harvest  Modifications  from  APC  1981-86  ROD 

and  APC  1986-90  ROD. 

See  our  comments  under  number  8 above. 

230-43  16.  AA6 , 3-17  to  3-22,  Wildlife. 

The  knowledge  of  what  constitutes  high  quality  deer  habitat 
has  greatly  improved  in  recent  years.  However,  the  SEIS 
evaluation  of  deer  habitat  impacted  by  logging  does  not  use  this 
available  information.  Correcting  this  failure  is  a prerequisite 
before  wildlife  users  can  understand  the  site-specific 
ramifications  of  further  logging.  If  some  areas  within  the 
overall  winter  habitat  are  more  important  than  others,  then 
identifying  and  protecting  these  site  specific  areas  would 
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230-18 

230-46 

230-5 

230-48 

230-47 


minimize  the  total  impacts.  This  type  of  site-specific,  detailed 
information  is  lacking  in  the  SEIS.  See  our  comments  on  Phase  I, 
number  27,  dated  October  18,  1988. 

17.  AA6 , 4-36  to  4-41,  Visual  Resources. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Area  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  6.  See  our  comments  under  number  26  for  Analysis 
Area  12 . 

18.  AA6,  4-42  to  4-47,  Economic  Impacts. 

The  economic  analysis  is  inadequate.  It  only  evaluates  the 
alternatives  in  terms  of  timber  related  economic  activities  and 
ignores  all  other  economic  activities  affected  by  logging,  i.e., 
commercial  fishing,  tourism  and  subsistence  use.  See  our  general 
comments  under  number  6,  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis. 

19.  AA6 , 4-60  to  4-64,  Fisheries/Hydrology,  Stream  Temperature 
and  Streamside  Disturbance  Effects. 

While  research  exists  on  how  streamside  management  may 
increase  fisheries  production,  there  is  no  comprehensive 
scientific  monitoring  information  to  support  the  practice  of 
harvesting  timber  within  the  100  foot  buffer  strips,  nor  is  there 
information  that  determines  what  water  quality  standards  can  be 
meet  in  streams  adjacent  to  logged  areas  through  the  best 
management  practices.  There  is  no  monitoring  information  on 
whether  the  streamside  protection  measures  are  effectively 
implemented  and  maintained.  The  monitoring  information  cited  on 
page  4-43  is  not  conclusive  nor  can  it  be  professionally 
extrapolated  to  the  wide  range  of  environmental  conditions  on 
which  logging  is  conducted.  Much  of  the  Kadashan  information  has 
never  been  fully  evaluated  and  some  of  the  data  has  been  lost. 

The  lack  of  monitoring  information  in  general  and  the 
discontinuity  of  the  Kadashan  information  in  particular  were 
major  stumbling  blocks  for  the  group  of  resource  specialists  that 
built  the  Southeast  Alaska  Multiresource  Model  (SAMM) . While  the 
authors  of  SAMM  exploited  all  available  monitoring  information 
available  in  southeast  Alaska,  the  documentation  of  the  model 
states  that  it  is  to  be  used  as  a educational  tool  only  and  that 
the  supporting  information  is  not  strong  enough  to  make  resource 
management  decisions. 

Without  site-specific  information  on  the  effectiveness  of 
protection  measures  that  are  similar  to  the  ones  "specified"  (by 
tiering)  in  the  SEIS,  there  is  no  way  to  judge  what  the  site- 
specific  and  cumulative  impacts  on  water  quality  and  fisheries 
production  will  be. 
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230-33  20.  AA6 , 4-65  to  4-70,  Recreation  and  Visual  Quality. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Areas  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  3.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  26  and  33  for 
Analysis  Area  12. 

230-34  21.  AA6 , 4-71  to  4-73,  Subsistence. 

The  conclusion  that  no  impacts  from  further  logging  will 
occur  to  subsistence  cannot  be  substantiated.  Overly  simplified 
deer  habitat  models  were  used  in  lieu  of  better  information. 
Site-specific  impacts  were  lumped  into  large  heterogenous 
comparative  units  averaging  over  20,000  acres  in  size. 

Information  is  lacking  on  how  specific  timber  harvest  units  will 
affect  specific  fish  and  wildlife  populations.  An  erroneous 
assumption  has  been  made  that  subsistence  opportunities  can  be 
freely  substituted  from  one  area  to  another.  There  is  no 
recognition  that  subsistence  use  will  increase  with  growing 
populations  in  rural  communities,  or  that  a greater  competition 
for  wildlife  will  result  from  the  increasing  demand  for  sport- 
hunting, and  further  reductions  in  many  old-growth  dependent 
species  from  logging. 

The  time  frame  of  reasonable  foreseeable  future  has  been 
arbitrarily  shortened  to  the  end  of  the  APC  contract  in  year 
2011,  rather  than  to  the  end  of  the  first  harvest  rotation  in 
2080.  The  information,  technology  and  operational  models  are 
available  to  the  Forest  Service  to  extend  the  time  horizon  of  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  to  the  end  of  the  first  harvest 
rotation  in  year  2080.  See  our  comment  under  number  5 above. 

230-35  22.  AA6 , 4-74,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of 

Resources. 

The  SEIS  fails  to  describe  the  loss  of  old-growth  timber 
stands  as  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of  resources. 
There  will  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  old-growth  timber  over  the 
time  horizon  chosen  to  evaluate  long-term  cumulative  effects  in 
the  SEIS.  The  Society  of  American  Foresters  recognizes  that  the 
best  way  to  manage  for  old-growth  timber  is  to  preserve  old- 
growth  areas  and  that  it  is  not  practical  to  manage  second-growth 
timber  stands  to  achieve  old-growth  like  conditions,  i.e.  manage 
these  stands  over  a 250  to  350  year  rotation. 

*30-36  The  notion  that  the  no  action  alternative  is  an 

irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  is  erroneous.  Old-growth 
timber  stands  are  composed  of  uneven  aged  trees  — varying  in  age 
from  one  year  old  to  800  years  old.  Based  on  the  description  in 
the  SEIS,  these  stands  are  in  dynamic  equilibrium,  where  new 
trees  are  established  as  old  trees  die  off.  There  are  no 
opportunity  costs  in  the  no-action  alternative  if  other  timber  is 
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made  available  for  harvest.  The  economic  benefits  for  non-timber 
resources  may  well  exceed  the  opportunity  costs  when  substitute 
timber  can  not  be  offered.  Likewise,  there  are  opportunity  costs 
to  other  resource  uses  which  are  foregone  after  logging.  Because 
the  SEIS  only  evaluates  timber  costs,  there  is  no  meaningful  way 
to  evaluate  economic  tradeoffs,  including  opportunity  costs. 

230-29  23.  AA6 , 4-75  to  4-76,  Mitigation. 

The  management  measures  are  generic  and  not  site-specific. 
This  generic  approach  is  similar  to  the  management  direction  in 
the  Area  Guide.  Under  this  approach  all  protection  measures  are 
assumed  to  be  compatible  with  one  another  and  with  logging. 

Based  on  field  experience,  this  is  not  realistic.  Tradeoffs  are 
inevitable.  That  is  why  a discussion  of  site  specific 
prescriptions  for  the  various  alternative  logging  units  and  roads 
needs  to  be  evaluated  and  displayed  before  the  public  can 
understand  how  they  may  be  effected  by  further  logging. 
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ANALYSIS  AREA  2 

Mud  Bay-Neka  — 250,786  acres 

230-22  1.  AA2 , 1-19,  Under  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this  SEIS, 

Renegotiate  the  Contract. 

We  note  the  same  problems  in  this  section  as  in  the  same 
section  for  the  three  other  analysis  areas.  See  our  comments  for 
Analysis  Area  12  under  number  4. 

230-23  2.  AA2 , 1-19,  Under  Issues  Outside  the  Scope  of  this  SEIS, 

Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future. 

We  note  the  same  problems  in  this  section  as  in  the  same 
section  for  the  other  three  analysis  areas.  See  our  comments 
under  number  4 for  Analysis  Area  12  and  under  number  5 for 
Analysis  Area  6. 

230-14  3.  AA2 , 2-1,  Formulation  of  Alternatives  and  Alternatives 

230-20  Considered  But  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Areas  3,6  and  12  apply 
to  Analysis  Area  2.  See  our  comments  under  number  5 for  Analysis 
Area  3 . 

4.  AA2 , 2-4,  Alternative  1 - No-Action,  Current  Direction,  No 
Further  Harvest. 

230-25  An  alternative  of  proceeding  only  until  the  court  agreement 

expires  is  vague  and  should  not  be  combined  with  the  no-action 
alternative.  First,  the  court  agreement  is  open-ended  and 
subject  to  renegotiation.  The  original  agreement  has  already 
been  amended  for  the  1989  operating  period.  This  agreement  is  a 
stop-gap  measure  which  recognizes  that  if  logging  is  to  continue 
until  the  SEIS  is  finalized,  it  has  to  be  done  in  a illegal 
manner  under  NEPA  and  ANILCA.  Thus,  Alternative  1 is  based  on  a 
illegal  foundation  and  is  not  a viable  and  feasible  alternative 
after  the  SEIS  is  finalized.  Second,  the  intent  of  the  no-action 
alternative  is  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  not  providing  any 
timber  for  harvest  under  the  1981-85  and  1986-90  operating 
periods.  Since  this  was  not  done  in  the  prior  EISs  and  some 
harvesting  has  proceeded,  the  intent  of  this  alternative  is 
limited  to  no  more  logging  after  the  SEIS  is  finalized.  If  this 
means  a breach  of  the  contract,  then  this  alternative  should 
describe  the  social,  economic  and  environmental  consequences  of 
this  action. 

See  our  general  comments  under  number  4 , A Lack  of  a 
Reasonable  Range  in  Selected  Alternatives. 
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230-8  5.  AA2 , 2-7  through  2-24,  Figures  2-la,  2-ld,  2-2a,  2-2b,  and  2- 

3a  and  2-3d. 

There  may  be  major  status  changes  in  the  harvest  units  in 
VCUs  193  and  201  between  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  documents. 

Major  changes  were  noted  in  the  harvest  status  units  for  Analysis 
Area  6.  However,  similar  comparisons  cannot  be  made  for  Analysis 
Area  2 since  the  Phase  I maps  did  not  include  the  northern 
portion  of  Analysis  2,  most  notably  VCUs  193  and  201. 

230-18  6.  AA2 , 2-32,  Issue  1:  Socioeconomic  effects  of  timber 

harvesting  and  associated  development. 

We  note  the  same  procedural  problems  in  evaluating  the 
alternatives  against  this  issue  in  Analysis  Area  12.  Please 
refer  to  our  comments  under  number  7 for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-19  7.  AA2 , 2-32,  Issue  2:  Cost  and  benefits  associated  with 

implementing  the  alternatives. 

The  analysis  of  this  issue  is  inadequate.  First,  the 
economic  costs  and  benefits  evaluated  are  limited  to  the  costs  of 
logging  and  manufacturing  timber  from  the  APC  sale  area.  The 
potential  number  of  timber  related  jobs  and  wages  are  attributed 
to  the  timber  volume  made  available  under  the  long-term  timber 
sale  contract  rather  than  the  expected  timber  to  be  harvested. 
Thus,  timber  related  employment  is  overstated  since  the  timber 
made  available  has  always  exceeded  the  actual  harvest.  This 
overstates  the  equity  considerations  in  favor  of  the  timber 
industry  over  other  forest  dependent  industries. 

The  analysis  of  Forest  Service  costs  to  prepare  and 
administer  the  APC  sale  and  implement  mitigation  measures  are 
totally  omitted  under  this  issue.  These  costs  are  significant, 
since  the  Forest  Service  incurs  the  repeated  costs  of  preparing 
timber  which  is  not  logged  and  is  then  carried  forward  into  the 
next  five  year  operating  plan. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  short-term  and  long-term 
economic  efficiency  of  the  alternatives.  The  "economic  analysis" 
omits  the  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  non-timber  resource 
uses.  Likewise,  the  jobs  and  wages  associated  with  non-timber 
resources  are  totally  ignored  in  the  equity  analysis.  The  only 
mention  of  these  non-timber,  economic  sectors  is  in  a 
socioeconomic  overview  for  the  entire  southeast  Alaska  region. 

230-26  8.  AA2 , 2-33,  Issue  4:  Effects  of  timber  harvest  and  related 

activities  on  wildlife  habitat. 

See  our  comments  under  number  9 for  Analysis  Area  12. 
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230-27  9.  AA2 , 2-37  and  2-38,  Issue  9:  Effects  of  proposed  activities 

on  subsistence  uses. 

See  our  comments  under  number  11  for  Analysis  Area  12. 

230-19  10.  AA2 , 2-40  to  2-41  Economic  Comparison  of  Alternatives: 

There  is  a failure  to  analyze  the  non-timber  related  jobs 
and  the  non-timber  economic  activities  affected  by  logging. 

In  addition,  their  impacts  appear  to  be  stated  in  terms  of  all  or 
nothing  — a worst  case  scenario  approach  — rather  than 
realistic,  marginal  effects.  See  our  comment  number  7 above. 

230-29  11.  AA2 , 2-42,  Standard  and  Guidelines  and  Mitigation  Measures. 

The  descriptions  of  the  standards  and  guidelines  and 
mitigation  measures  in  the  1986-90  EIS  are  generic  and  not  site- 
specific.  Under  this  approach  there  is  no  recognition  that 
tradeoffs  are  inevitable  and  that  mitigation  measures  must  be 
customized  for  each  application.  That  is  why  a discussion  of 
site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various  alternative  logging 
units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and  displayed  in  the  SEIS. 

12.  AA2 , 3-12  to  3-14,  Timber  Harvest  Modifications  from  APC 
1981-86  ROD  and  APC  1986-90  ROD. 

230-30  There  is  no  site-specific  documentation  of  these  changes  nor 

why  these  changes  were  deemed  necessary.  There  is  only  a summary 
of  the  aggregate  changes  and  possible  reasons  as  to  why  they 
occurred.  This  approach  demonstrates  the  generic  approach  taken 
in  the  SEIS.  The  SEIS  needs  to  disclose  the  site  by  site  planned 
actions  (plus  any  modifications) , the  environmental  protection 
measures  employed,  and  the  anticipated  economic  and  environmental 
impacts.  The  actual  timber  harvest  unit  cards  which  document  how 
and  when  these  harvest  units  were  changed  need  to  included  in  the 
SEIS,  along  with  a discussion  of  why  these  changes  were  deemed 
the  best  way  to  proceed. 

230-31  13.  AA2 , 3-16  and  3-25,  Wildlife. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Area  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  6.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  24  and  25  for 
Analysis  Area  12. 

230-32  14.  AA2 , 4-7  to  4-16,  Tables  on  acres  effected  by  selected 

categories,  i.e.,  forested  habitat,  inland  wetlands,  etc. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Area  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  6.  See  our  comments  under  number  25  for  Analysis 
Area  12 . 
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230-33  15.  AA2 , 4-31  to  4-33,  Visual  Resources. 

See  our  comments  under  number  17  for  Analysis  Area  6. 

230-18  16.  AA2 , 4-34  to  4-38,  Economic  Impacts. 

The  economic  analysis  is  inadequate.  It  only  evaluates  the 
alternatives  in  terms  of  timber  related  economic  activities  and 
ignores  all  other  economic  activities  effected  by  logging,  i.e., 
commercial  fishing,  tourism  and  subsistence  use.  See  our  general 
comments  under  number  6,  Inadequate  Economic  Analysis. 

230-33  17.  AA2 , 4-57  to  4-62,  Recreation  and  Visual  Quality. 

The  same  problems  noted  for  Analysis  Areas  12  apply  to 
Analysis  Area  3.  See  our  comments  under  numbers  26  and  33  for 
Analysis  Area  12. 

230-34  18.  AA2 , 4-63  to  4-66,  Subsistence. 

The  conclusion  that  no  impacts  will  occur  to  subsistence 
resources  from  further  logging  cannot  be  substantiated.  Overly 
simplified  deer  habitat  models  were  used  in  lieu  of  better 
information.  Site-specific  impacts  were  lumped  into  large 
heterogenous  comparative  units  averaging  over  20,000  acres  in 
size.  Information  is  lacking  on  how  specific  timber  harvest 
units  will  affect  specific  fish  and  wildlife  populations.  An 
erroneous  assumption  has  been  made  that  subsistence  opportunities 
can  be  freely  substituted  from  one  area  to  another.  There  is  no 
recognition  that  subsistence  uses  will  increase  with  growing 
populations  in  rural  communities  and  greater  competition  for 
wildlife  will  result  from  the  increasing  demand  for  sport-hunting 
while  further  reductions  in  many  old-growth  dependent  species 
will  result  from  logging.  The  time  frame  of  reasonable 
foreseeable  future  has  been  arbitrarily  shortened  to  the  end  of 
the  APC  contract  in  year  2011,  rather  than  to  the  end  of  the 
first  harvest  rotation  in  2080.  The  information,  technology  and 
operational  models  are  available  to  the  Forest  Service  to  extend 
the  time  horizon  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  to  the  end 
of  the  first  harvest  rotation  — to  the  year  2080. 

230-35  19.  AA2 , 4-67,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of 

Resources . 

The  SEIS  fails  to  describe  the  loss  of  old-growth  timber 
stands  as  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of  resources. 
There  will  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  old-growth  timber  over  the 
time  horizon  chosen  to  evaluate  long-term  cumulative  effects  in 
the  SEIS.  The  Society  of  American  Foresters  recognizes  that  the 
best  way  to  manage  for  old-growth  timber  is  to  preserve 
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230-35 

Cont. 

230-36 


230-37 

230-29 


old-growth  areas  and  that  is  it  not  practical  to  manage  second- 
growth  timber  stands  to  achieve  old-growth  like  conditions,  i.e. 
manage  these  stands  over  a 250  to  350  year  rotation. 

The  notion  that  the  no  action  alternative  is  an 
irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  is  erroneous.  Old-growth 
timber  stands  are  composed  of  uneven  aged  trees  — varying  in  age 
from  one  year  old  to  800  years  old.  Based  on  the  description  in 
the  SEIS  these  stands  are  in  dynamic  equilibrium,  where  new  trees 
are  established  as  old  trees  die  off.  There  are  no  opportunity 
costs  in  the  no-action  alternative  if  other  timber  is  made 
available  for  harvest.  The  economic  benefits  for  non-timber 
resources  may  well  exceed  the  opportunity  costs  when  substitute 
timber  can  not  be  offered.  There  are  also  opportunity  costs  to 
other  resource  uses  foregone  after  logging.  Because  the  SEIS 
only  evaluates  timber  costs,  there  is  no  meaningful  way  to 
evaluate  economic  tradeoffs,  including  opportunity  costs. 

The  No-Action  Alternative  does  not  have  to  prohibit  the 
placement  of  fisheries  enhancement  projects  in  Analysis  Area  2. 
Fisheries  enhancement  projects  are  allowed  in  Wilderness  Areas  as 
well,  under  special  provisions  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act. 

20.  AA2 , 4-68  and  4-69,  Mitigation. 

The  management  measures  are  generic  and  not  site-specific. 
This  generic  approach  is  similar  to  the  management  direction  in 
the  Area  Guide.  Under  this  approach  all  protection  measures  are 
assumed  to  be  compatible  with  one  another  and  logging.  This  is 
simply  not  realistic,  based  on  my  field  experience  on  the  Tongass 
as  a forest  hydrologist.  Tradeoffs  are  inevitable.  That  is  why 
a discussion  of  site  specific  prescriptions  for  the  various 
alternative  logging  units  and  roads  needs  to  be  evaluated  and 
displayed  before  the  public  can  understand  how  they  may  be 
effected  by  further  logging. 


FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
Alaska  Pulp  Corporation 
Letter  231 

231-1. 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  APC’s  contractual  rights  have  been  violated  by  the 
supplement  process.  The  purpose  of  the  supplement  process  is  to  satisfy  the  Forest  Service’s 
contractual  obligations  to  APC  by  providing  the  balance  of  the  volume  commitment  of  697 
MBF  as  discussed  in  Chapter  1 of  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  documents. 

231-2. 

In  response  to  your  comment  that  the  Forest  Service’s  estimates  of  timber  volume  per  acre  are 
low  compared  to  your  data,  the  volume  per  acre  estimates  used  in  the  Final  SEIS  have  been 
reviewed  and  modified  as  needed. 

231-3. 

Your  comment  lists  recommendations  for  changes  in  the  SEIS.  We  disagree  that  these  changes 
are  needed.  However,  the  decision  process  of  the  ROD  will  consider  these  recommendations, 
primarily  those  requesting  deletion  of  units. 

231-4. 

Regarding  your  recommendations  for  changes  in  the  logging  systems  proposed  by  the  SEIS 
alternatives:  selected  logging  systems  can  be  tools  for  achieving  multi-resource  management. 
The  units  were  planned  by  the  Interdisciplinary  Team  to  meet  multi-resource  objectives  and 
in  some  cases,  this  necessitated  the  use  of  systems  other  than  highlead.  The  decision  process 
of  the  ROD  will  further  consider  these  recommendations. 

231-5. 

Each  of  the  individual  unit  recommendations  have  been  reviewed  and  changes  have  been 
made  in  the  Final  SEIS  where  appropriate.  However,  your  designation  of  the  units  listed  as 
"Deferred  per  Forest  Service  pending  Congressional  action"  for  VCUs  193  and  237  is 
incorrect.  At  the  time  of  your  comments,  the  Forest  Service  had  not  made  a decision  to  defer 
these  units.  The  FSEIS  further  describes  their  units  as  being  within  areas  under  consideration 
for  Wilderness  designation  under  H.R.  987.  The  ROD  will  provide  the  Forest  Service  decision 
in  regard  to  these  units. 
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ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION 


4600  SAWMILL  CHEEK  ROAD 
SITKA  ak  99635-9801 


August  15,  1989 


Mr.  Gordon  Anderson 
Chatham  Area  Team  Leader 
204  Siginaka  Way 
Sitka,  AK  99835 

Dear  Gordon: 

Re:  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  Long-Term  Sale  Contract  Draft  SEIS 

For  the  purpose  of  reviewing  the  Draft  SEIS,  APC  has  chosen  to 
concentrate  on  the  preferred  alternatives  in  the  four  different 
areas.  Some  of  our  comments  are  by  VCU,  but  many  are  on  specific 
units . 

231-1  Through  the  SEIS  process,  the  USFS  has  chosen  to  set  aside  APC’s 
right  to  harvest  timber  covered  in  previous  EIS's  and  substitute 
volume  outside  of  the  long-term  contract  selection  process. 

For  over  two  years  APC  has  been  substantially  damaged  by  being 
prevented  from  harvesting  volume  that  was  appraised  for  1986-1990 
logging.  APC’s  operations  have  been  curtailed  during  the  best 
market  in  the  past  nine  years.  We  have  been  unable  to  access  and 
harvest  over  400  MMBF  in  West  Chichagof,  East  Kuiu,  Trap  Bay,  Upper 
Game  and  miscellaneous  VCU’s  209,  210  and  212  units. 

The  preferred  alternative  in  the  Draft  SEIS  does  not  included: 

2,375  acres  with  69.1  MMBF  on  West  Chichagof;  3,711  acres  with  108 
MMBF  on  East  Kuiu;  and  it  does  not  make  up  the  hundreds  of  acres 
deleted  from  various  units  to  date  on  APC  operations  on  Kuiu  and 
Chichagof  Islands. 

The  preferred  alternative  in  the  Draft  SEIS  does  include: 

3,448  acres  with  80.7  MMBF  (F.S.  estimate)  at  23.4  MBF/Ac.  on 
Area  2;  1,791  acres  with  43.8  MMBF  (F.S.  estimate)  at  24.4  MBF/Ac. 
on  Area  3;  1,207  acres  with  25.5  MMBF  (F.S.  estimate)  at  21.1 

MBF/Ac.  on  Area  6;  and  2,940  acres  with  104.4  MMBF  (F.S.  estimate) 
at  35.5  MBF/Ac.  on  Area  12  which  were  either  not  included  in  APC ' s 
Section  7(a)  selections  under  the  long-term  contract  or  were 
deleted  in  the  Section  7(a)  negotiations. 

231-2  The  volumes  per  acre  displayed  in  the  Draft  SEIS  on  the  various 
units  are  for  the  most  part  erroneously  high  and  APC  cannot  agree 
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231-2  with  them.  APC ' s 1988  harvest  of  over  1,000  acres  on  Kuiu  averaged 
Cont.  less  than  26  MBF/Ac.  and  the  Draft  shows  an  average  of  over  35 
MBF/Ac.  for  timber  that  is  not  as  good  as  the  volume  APC  harvested 
1988  . 

The  Forest  Service  volumes  displayed  in  the  other  areas  show 
similar  optimism  on  the  Forest  Service  part,  even  though  they 
average  less  than  24  MBF/Ac. 

For  the  volumes  deleted  by  this  Draft,  APC  had  agreed  to  an  average 
of  29.1  MBF/Ac.  For  the  volume  added  in  this  Draft,  the  Forest 
Service  estimates  the  volume  acreages  over  27  MBF/Ac.  APC  does  not 
agree  with  this  estimate  as  it  is  too  high.  APC ' s data  shows  that 
the  additional  volume  displayed  in  the  preferred  alternative  is 
considerably  below  the  29.1  MBF/Ac.  agreed  to  for  the  1986-1990 
volumes  and  the  27+  MBF/Ac.  the  Forest  Service  figures  show.  This 
discrepancy  needs  to  be  addressed  by  the  USFS  and  a suitable 
adjustment  made  to  the  USFS  figures. 

231-3  APC  is  recommending  that  the  following  major  changes  be  made  in  the 
Draft  SEIS. 

A)  Drop  the  VCU  419  volume  which  the  Forest  Service  shows 
at  309  acres  and  11.5  MMBF  (which  differs  from  APC's 
estimate  of  approximately  8.5  MMBF  requiring  over  eight 
miles  of  road ) . 

B)  Add  VCU  400  volume  in  West  Security  Bay  which  did  not 
make  the  preferred  alternative  on  Kuiu. 

C)  Drop  the  Sitkoh  Bay  Units  and  parts  of  units  reflected 
in  APC's  following  comments. 

D)  Add  volume  at  Florence  Bay  and  Whiterock  to  make  up  for 
the  deletions  at  Sitkoh  Bay. 

E)  Delete  the  units  and  parts  of  units  reflected  in  APC's 
following  comments  and  replace  them  with  additional 
volume  at  East  Point  and  along  the  Freshwater  Bay  road 
system. 

F)  Delete  the  VCU  403  (Seagull  Creek)  volume  and  replace  it 

with  additional  volume  along  the  existing  VCU  209,  210 

and  212  road  systems  plus  volume  off  of  the  existing  road 
systems  deleted  from  APC's  1986-1990  proposal  by  the 
Forest  Service. 

G)  Add  Muri  Creek  volume  ( SW  of  Corner  Bay  in  VCU  236)  which 
did  not  make  the  preferred  alternative. 

H)  Make  additional  volume  available  at  Rowan  Bay  and 
Whiterock  to  make  up  for  the  volume  differences  between 
the  Draft  SEIS  estimates  and  the  actual  volume  in  the 
vari ous  uni ts . 


draft 
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I)  Area  2 preferred  alternative  contains  only  40%  highlead. 
This  should  be  modified  to  100%  highlead. 

J)  Area  3 preferred  alternative  contains  13%  short  and 
intermediate  span  skyline  most  of  which  could  and  should 
be  modified  to  100%  highlead. 

K)  Area  6,  alternative  4 contains  6%  skyline  which  should 
be  modified  to  highlead. 

As  you  can  tell  from  APC's  comments  on  the  attached  sheets,  we  are 
not  enthused  with  the  volume  offered  by  the  Forest  Service  to 
substitute  for  the  volume  lost  at  West  Chichagof,  East  Kuiu  and 
various  USFS  deletions  on  Kuiu  and  Chichagof  Islands.  The 
substitute  volume  will  not  average  the  29.1  MBF/A  that  APC  agreed 
to  for  the  1986-1990  period  without  considerable  modification  along 
the  lines  proposed  by  APC  above. 

APC  will  continue  to  be  available  to  work  with  the  SEIS  staff  on 
modifications  needed  to  make  the  substitute  volume  acceptable  to 
APC. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  again  put  in  writing  many  of  the 
comments  APC  has  been  making  over  the  past  several  years  of  this 
SEIS  process. 

Sincerel y , 


Kenneth  J.  Hammons 
Chief  Logging  Engineer 
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ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION 
COMMENTS 

ALT.  3,  AREA  2 - NEKA  & MUD  BAY 


vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

193 

1 

28 

Deferred  per  Forest  Service  pending 
Congressional  action. 

2 

68 

H 

3 

39 

If 

4 

54 

If 

5 

60 

If 

6 

65 

• f 

7 

20 

If 

8 

50 

• « 

9 

68 

If 

10 

28 

tv 

11 

33 

It 

12 

48 

If 

13 

98 

VI 

14 

100 

15 

13 

• 1 

16 

25 

• 1 

17 

90 

VI 

18 

68 

If 

19 

100 

IV 

20 

78 

IV 

21 

80 

IV 

52 

100 

IV 

60 

32 

VI 

61 

18 
1 ,363 

If 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

193 

55 

100 

O.K.  Unit  could  be  increased  in  size. 

56 

40 

Backline  may  be  dropped  to  eliminate 
deflection  problems. 

57 

50 

Road  location  is  questionable.  Needs 
some  modification  of  the  backline. 

58 

30 

O.K.  Some  opportunity  to  increase  the 
unit  size. 

59 

67 

Poor  and  defective  timber,  minimum 
volume/acre  - should  be  deleted. 

287  Ac. 
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vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

200 

45 

65 

Road  needs  to  cross  major  V-notch, 
poor  volume. 

46 

100 

Should  be  100%  highlead,  major 

deflection  problems,  delete  50%  of 
uni  t . 

47 

65 

Poor  timber,  move  backline  down  hill 
to  highlead. 

48 

80 

Poor  timber,  adjusted  backline  to 
eliminate  yarding  problems. 

49 

105 

Deflection  problems  with  backline, 
poor  timber. 

50 

100 

O.K.  Backline  needs  to  be  brought 
down  to  eliminate  deflection  problem. 

51 

65 

580  Ac. 

O.K.  Some  braided  channels  in  the 
flats. 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

201 

22 

105 

Bring  backline  down  to  highlead 
distance.  Approximately  1/3  of  the 
unit  is  not  merchantable,  some 
deflection  problems. 

23 

38 

Poor  volume  (16  M/A)  and  some 
backline  problems. 

24 

26 

Poor  volume  (15  M/A).  Needs  spur  to 
make  it  highlead. 

25 

95 

Pool  volume  (12  M/A).  Should  be 

del eted . 

26 

100 

Two  canyons  and  major  deflection 
problems  are  present  - needs  major 
changes . 

27 

100 

Should  be  modified  for  100%  highlead 

28 

53 

Some  deflection  problems  - modify 
Unit  for  highlead. 

30 

100 

Needs  additional  road  and  100 
highlead  -eliminate  volume  and  road 
beyond  large  V-notch. 

53 

83 

22  M/A  - adjust  the  bottom  line  along 
Neka  River  and  the  upper  boundary. 

54 

96 

796  Ac. 

22  M/A  - delete  SW  corner  scrub 
timber  and  adjust  the  backline  for 
highl ead . 

2 


DRAFT 


VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

202 

32 

125 

Unit  backline  needs  modification  - 
should  be  highlead. 

33 

25 

Poor  volume  (15  M/A)  and  should  be 
highl ead . 

34 

35 

Poor  volume  (17  M/A)  with  blind  lead 
over  the  top  of  the  hill,  should  be 
highl ead . 

35 

50 

Unit  extends  across  creek,  no 

tailholds,  should  be  highlead 

36 

40  ) 

Over  two  miles  of  road  for  2 MMBF, 

37 

30  ) 

some  deflection  problems,  should  be 
highl ead . 

38 

29 

422  Ac. 

Poor  timber  with  possible  deflection 
problems  on  the  upper  boundary. 

NOTE:  Only  8 MMBF ' s and  over  six 

miles  of  road.  This  VCU 
should  be  eliminated. 


3 


draft 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION 
COMMENTS 

AREA  3,  ALT.  3 - FRESHWATER  - WHITESTONE 


vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

203 

126 

125 

(Seagull  Crk.)  25  M/A  with  some 
backling  adjustments  needed. 

127 

144 

27  M/A  with  some  boundry  adjustments 
required  along  creek  and  backline. 

128 

123 

27  M/A  has  some  access  problems 
(extra  spur  needed)  and  needs 

backline  adjustment. 

129 

146 

25  M/A  - 

130 

49 

25  M/A  - 

131 

114 

20  M/A  - 

132 

39 

20  M/A  - should  be  deleted  due  to 
access  problems  and  poor  timber. 

740  Ac. 

Note:  entire  VCU  has  lower  than 
normal  volume/acre,  log  quality  and 
excessive  road  const ructi on . 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

86 

88 

(UPPER  GAME) 

Could  and  should  be  roaded  and  logged 

88 

66 

highlead  (17  M/A). 

Should  be  roaded  for  highlead 

90 

72 

1 ogging . 

91 

63 

Only  one  slackline  road  in  this  unit. 

92 

66 

This  unit  should  be  modified  for 
highl ead . 

Eliminate  top  200'  of  scrub  and  make 

93 

41 

this  unit  highlead. 

Eliminate  - no  merchantable  timber. 

99 

12 

O.K. 

121 

37 

O.K. 

122 

17 

O.K. 

123 

36 

O.K. 

124 

132 

Eliminate  the  scrub  timber  on  the 

125 

20 

bottom  and  top  of  the  unit. 

Eliminate  the  unit,  too. 

O.K. 

133 

131 

25  M/A  - eliminate  muskeg,  ponds  and 

134 

121 

steep  NE  portion  of  the  unit. 

135 

119 

25  M/A  - poor  volume,  excessive  road 

const  ruction . 

4 


draft 


157 

37 

O.K. 

197 

62 

O.K. 

198 

12 

O.K. 

1,132  Ac. 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

208 

3 

ID 

All  three  units  are  in  the  Huna  Totem 

over-selection. 

42 

36) 

ft 

43 

2 2) 

Vf 

69  Ac  . 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS: 

209 

17 

46 

Scrub  timber. 

21 

17) 

These  two  units  should  be  combined 
and  adjusted  to  include  some  better 
volume  adjacent  to  them. 

22 

28) 

91  Ac  . 

?» 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS: 

210 

1 

91 

O.K. 

12 

155 

O.K. 

13 

50 

296  Ac. 

O.K. 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS: 

212 

3 

35 

O.K. 

4 

75 

O.K. 

23 

69 

O.K. 

33 

40 

O.K. 

D12 

19 

O.K. 

D13 

91 

O.K. 

Dl  4 

32 

361  Ac. 

O.K. 

5 


draft 


vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

217 

42 

73 

Some  adjustment  to  the  northern  and 
eastern  boundaries  may  be  needed. 
Scrub  timber. 

56 

60 

25  M/A 

133 

Ac  . 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

218 

21 

49 

22  M/A  - Blowdown  and  reproduction 
in  the  unit  with  poor  volume. 

22 

18 

15  M/A  - Large  holes  in  the  canopy 
and  poor  timber  quality. 

24 

88 

27  M/A  - Eliminate  blowdown  on  the 
SE  corner  and  adjust  backline  to 
eliminate  deflection  problems. 

29 

59 

Less  than  12  M/A  - delete. 

33 

69 

Add  spur  to  increase  backline 

distance  and  acreage. 

34 

84 

17  M/A  - Eliminate  musketg  and  lower 
portion  of  the  unit  (deflection 
probl ems ) . 

35 

80 

16  M/A  - Eliminate  the  muskeg  and 
southern  1/2  of  the  unit  road, 
location  problems. 

106 

LQO 

16  M/A  - Delete--no  volume  in  SW  1/2, 
broken  ground  and  deflection  problems 
in  the  NE  1/2. 

547 

Ac  . 

6 


draft 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION 
COMMENTS 

ANALYSIS  AREA  6 - CORNER  BAY  - ALT.  4 


vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

237 

1 

27 

Deferred 

pending 

Congressional 

action . 

2 

20 

ft 

3 

17 

VI 

4 

23 

if 

5 

16 

ii 

6 

13 

ft 

116  Ac. 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

7 

6 

O.K.  as  appraised  with  minor  layout 
modifications  needed  to  make  all  of 
the  units  highlead  and  eliminate 
deflection  and  tailhold  problems. 

8 

29 

9 

29 

If 

10 

15 

11 

11 

15 

12 

3 

f» 

13 

7 

14 

38 

15 

11 

16 

24 

It 

17 

54 

" 

18 

39 

19 

50 

" 

20/21 

55 

M 

22 

13 

23 

23 

" 

24 

6 

" 

25 

56 

ft 

26 

35 

27 

5 

If 

28 

15 

VI 

889  Ac. 


vcu 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

242 

94 

100 

Lower  backline  to  eliminate 
deflection  break  and  allow 
highlead  system.  Delete  scrub 
timber  in  SE  corner. 

95 

100 

Lower  backline  in  NW  corner  to 
eliminate  deflection  break  and 
allow  highlead  system.  Delete 
scrub  timber  ( SE  corner). 

96 

75 

Move  upper  line  to  delete 
muskegs  and  open  areas  . Timber 
along  road  is  short,  junky  and 
dead  top  type. 

218 

92 

367  Ac. 

Lower  upper  line  to  allow 
highlead  Delete  open  areas 
along  upper  line  and  eliminate 
scrub  timber  in  SE  corner. 

VCU 

UNIT 

ACRE 

COMMENTS : 

243 

105 

95 

Change  lines  to  eliminate  open 
areas  and  allow  highlead  sys tern. 
Low  volume  area  will  not  justify 
road  construction  expense. 

106 

80 

Change  lines  to  allow  highlead 
Delete  scrub  in  south  end. 

108 

60 

Tough  landing  construction. 

109 

83 

Low  volume/acre.  Delete  SW  1/2 
because  of  deep  draws.  Delete 
North  edge  to  allow  highlead 
Road  crosses  V-notch. 

111 

115 

Delete  unit.  Road  crosses  V- 
notches.  Deep  draws  and  low 
volume/acre  in  unit.  Will  not 
justify  construction  cost. 

112 

85 

Change  back  line  to  eliminate 
deflection  break  and  allow 
highl ead . 

113 

35 

Move  line  to  allow  highlead 
Delete  unit  east  of  road. 

114 

102 

Add  short  spur  to  reach  South 
1/2. 

115 

70 

Shorten  lower  line  to  allow 
highlead. 

129 

45 

Shorten  backline  to  eliminate 

deflection  problem  and  allow 
hi ghl ead . 


8 


DR£fT 


130 


70 

840  Ac. 

NOTE:  As  used  in  this  document 

M/A  stands  for  MBF/Acre. 


Shorten  backline  to  allow 
highlead  Eliminate  scrub  below 
road  on  East  side. 


vcu 

399 


400 


402 


APC  COMMENTS 

ANALYSIS  OF  AREA  12  - KUIU  ISLAND  - ALT.  5 


Unit  Acres  comments 

7 90  Backline  in  NE  needs  to  be  adjusted 

and  scrub  timber  in  the  central  SE 
portion  should  be  deleted. 


8 

70 

Delete  the  scrub  timber  in  SW  portion 
of  the  unit. 

9 

70 

Adjust  east  boundary  away  from 
muskeg . 

10 

39 

Adjust  south  boundary  away  from 
muskeg  and  up  to  the  ridge  top. 

11 

84 

Adjust  SE  boundary  to  ridge  top  and 
enlarge  unit  along  the  road. 

12 

85 

Okay. 

438 

Acres 

2 

20 

Unit  should  be  enlarged. 

4 

20 

Okay. 

5 

24 

Okay. 

6 

54 

Okay. 

7 

90 

Delete  scrub  timber,  muskegs  and 
beaver  ponds. 

208 

2 

53 

Okay . 

3 

22 

Okay. 

4 

56 

Okay. 

9 

75 

Okay. 

10 

55 

Okay. 

11 

91 

Okay. 

14 

13 

Okay. 

365  Acres 


vcu 


419 


Uni  t 

Acres 

Comments 

12 

32 

22  M/A  with  old  blowdown, 
reproduction  and  scrub  timber 
included  in  the  layout. 

13 

28 

23  M/A  with  old  blowdown,  scrub 
timber  and  deflection  problems. 
Delete . 

14 

9 

22  M/A  with  old  blowdown,  low  volume 
around  the  edges  and  deflection 
problems . 

15 

21 

20  M/A  with  lower  volume  around  the 
edges . 

16 

14 

28  M/A  - Should  be  enlarged  to 
include  timber  NE  of  the  road. 

17 

21 

30  M/A  - Should  be  enlarged  to  the 
south  and  delete  low  volume  on  the 
west. 

18 

19 

27  M/A  - Deflection  problems  with  the 
backline  over  the  break  of  the  hill. 

19 

25 

25  M/A  - Shorten  the  yarding  distance 
to  eliminate  deflection  problems  and 
enlarge  the  upper  portion  along  the 
road . 

20 

12 

15  M/A  - Delete.  Scrub  timber. 

21 

72 

30  M/A  - Poor  volume  on  the  top  and 

the  backline  is  over  the  ridge. 
Needs  to  be  brought  back  to  the  top 
of  the  ridge. 


22  56  23  M/A  - Delete  the  east  1/3  of  the 

unit.  Deflection  problems  and  poor 
volume . 

309  Acres 

(Note:  This  309  acres  requires  8 miles  of  road 

and  contains  less  than  10  MMBF.  It  should  all 
be  deleted. ) 


11 


Acres 

99 

41 

109 

72 

58 

71 

55 

41 

64 

108 

15 


Comments 


25  M/A  with  road  construction  and 
deflection  problems.  Muskeg  all 
around  the  unit. 

2 0 M/A  with  scrub  timber  along  the 
SE  and  east  sides. 

Broken  ground,  deflection  and  road 
construction  problems.  Excessive 
spur. 

Broken  ground,  deflection  and  road 
construction  problems.  Boundary  too 
close  to  muskeg. 

Broken  ground,  deflection  problems, 
scrub  timber  along  the  north. 

Scrub  timber  along  the  bottom  and 
short  yarding  distance.  Broken- 
ground. 

19  M/A  with  muskeg  volume  in  the 
upper  and  lower  portions  and  road 
construction  (side  hill)  problems. 
DELETE. 

17  M/A  with  muskeg  volume  in  the 
lower  portion  and  deflection  problems 
in  the  upper  portion  - DELETE. 

23  M/A  - Access  problems  due  to  deep 
notch.  Deflection  problems  (broken 
ground  and  bluffs)  and  excessive 
spurs  needed  - DELETE. 

25  M/A  - Road  construction  and 
logging  (tail  holds  and  deflection) 
problems . 

24  M/A  - Poor  volume,  reproduction 
and  muskeg  holes  in  the  unit. 


733  Acres 


VCD 

Unit 

Acres 

Comments 

421 

6 

116 

Delete  muskeg  area  in  center  of  unit 
(2  acres) . 

7 

87 

Adjust  backline;  patches  of  scrub 
along  road. 

9 

21 

Boundary  too  close  to  muskeg 
adjust. 

11 

92 

Some  deflection  problems.  Adjust  the 
backline. 

12 

85 

Eliminate  scrubby  timber  in  SW 
corner. 

13 

30 

Okay. 

14 

71 

Okay. 

15 

15 

Okay. 

16 

11 

Okay. 

17 

25 

Poor  volume  per  acre  and  some  road 
construction  problems  (side  hill 
rock) . 

18 

47 

Okay. 

19 

104 

Okay. 

31 

111 

Some  access  and  deflection  problems. 
Poor  timber. 

36 

97 

Okay. 

912  Acres 
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FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
Office  of  the  Governor 
State  of  Alaska 
Letter  233 


233-1 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  Draft  SEIS  is  not  site  specific.  Unit  Cards,  maps  and 
other  information  provided  in  the  DSEIS  and  available  in  the  Planning  Record  contain  more 
than  adequate  information  to  make  a determination  of  consistency  with  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act.  For  example,  the  Unit  Card  for  Unit  421-6  in  Appendix  C-2  of  the 
Analysis  Area  12  DSEIS  shows  specific  stream  protection  measures.  All  of  the  Unit  Cards 
are  now  displayed  in  the  FSEIS.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 concerning  site 
specificity  issues. 

233-2 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  DSEIS  is  a programmatic  plan.  The  DSEISs  are  project 
level  EISs  and  there  is  sufficient  site-specific  information  contained  in  the  document  to 
evaluate  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  level  actions.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme 
Response  4 concerning  site  specificity. 

It  appears  that  the  State  is  confused  about  the  NEPA  planning  process.  Minor  adjustments 
made  to  harvest  units  do  not  necessarily  modify  the  proposed  action  or  require  further  NEPA 
review.  These  changes  are  made  primarily  to  reduce  environmental  impacts,  and  are  part  of 
the  mitigation  and  monitoring  process  for  implementing  the  proposed  alternative.  We  refer 
you  to  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD),  which  explains  the  NEPA  procedures  required  for  such 
changes. 

233-3 

The  Forest  Service  does  work  closely  with  the  State  of  Alaska  during  project  planning  stages. 
The  Forest  Service  would  like  to  see  the  State  of  Alaska  become  more  involved  in  cause  and 
effect  studies  and  in  the  evaluation  of  project  impacts.  Rather  than  wait  until  the  preparation 
of  the  ROD,  which  is  the  final  decision-making  step  in  this  process,  the  involvement  of 
ADF&G  in  the  early  stages  of  planning  would  be  appropriate.  The  agency  should  be  involved 
in  the  process  well  before  decisions  need  to  be  made.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Responses 
1 and  6 concerning  public  involvement  and  the  planning  process  for  a clarification  of  the 
appropriate  State  role. 

233-4 

In  response  to  public  concern  about  the  site  specificity  of  the  data  displayed  in  the  DSEIS, 
all  of  the  harvest  Unit  Cards  for  each  Analysis  Area  will  now  be  displayed  in  the  FSEIS.  The 
Forest  Service  expects  that  the  inclusion  of  all  of  these  Unit  Cards  will  facilitate  the  State’s 
CZMA  consistency  determination.  There  is  no  "third  level"  of  planning  with  respect  to  the 
actions  proposed  in  these  documents.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  6. 
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RESPONSE:  Letter  233 


233-5 

Sufficient  information  was  available  in  the  DSEISs  to  determine  what  in-stream  activities  are 
proposed  under  the  alternatives.  The  maps  displayed  in  Chapter  2 of  each  document  show 
all  road  crossings  and  harvest  units  next  to  Class  I and  II  streams.  In  addition,  Chapter  4 
contained  harvest  unit-specific  data  on  proposed  timber  harvest  in  AHMUs  for  each 
alternative  (for  example,  Table  4-22  in  Analysis  Area  3)  and  VCU-specific  data  on  the  miles 
of  proposed  roads  in  AHMU  by  alternative  (for  example.  Table  4-23  in  Analysis  Area  3). 
In  addition,  the  Unit  Cards  show  all  road  crossings  and  harvest  unit  layouts  adjacent  to  Class 
I,  II,  and  III  streams.  See  also  Theme  Response  4 concerning  site  specificity. 

233-6 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  it  was  not  possible  to  determine  the  proposed  harvest  levels 
in  specific  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Units.  The  Unit  Cards  which  were  available  in  the 
planning  record  and  which  are  now  presented  in  the  FSEIS  do  show  what  harvest  activities 
are  planned  in  each  AHMU  and  where  stream  buffers  will  need  to  be  employed  to  protect 
fish  habitat  in  steams  adjacent  to  proposed  harvest  units.  See  also  our  responses  to  Comments 
233-1  and  233-5.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 concerning  the  scale  of  the  maps 
provided  in  the  DSEIS. 

233-7 

The  lack  of  buffers  adjacent  to  Class  I streams  shown  in  the  DSEIS  in  Analysis  Area  12  is 
the  result  of  a mapping  error  which  has  been  corrected  in  the  FSEIS. 

233-8 

The  Forest  Service  continues  to  support  the  AHMU  guidelines  for  protecting  aquatic  habitats. 
AHMU  guidelines  provide  for  more  site-specific  protection  to  aquatic  habitats  and  allow 
specialists  to  make  determinations  on  a case-by-case  basis.  We  find  this  to  be  more  effective 
than  an  inflexible  rule  which  may  not  always  provide  adequate  protection.  Please  also  refer 
to  Theme  Response  4 for  a clarification  of  the  Forest  Service’s  position  on  the  use  of  AHMUs. 

233-9 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  SEIS  analysis  discounts  the  importance  of  Class  III 
streams.  Under  the  AHMU  guidelines,  Class  III  streams  do  not  require  the  same  level  of 
protection  as  Class  I or  Class  II  streams.  Therefore,  Class  III  streams  are  treated  differently 
in  the  discussion  and  tables  in  the  DSEIS.  However,  AHMU  guidelines  do  provide  for  the 
protection  of  the  values  associated  with  Class  III  streams,  while  the  alternative  policies 
suggested  by  the  State  do  not.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 for  a clarification  of 
the  differences  between  the  AHMU  guidelines  and  those  proposed  by  NMFS. 
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233-10 

A "threshold  of  concern"  of  25  percent  has  been  established  to  protect  watersheds  from 
potential  impacts  of  timber  harvest.  This  threshold  is  based  on  limited  research  done  in 
Southeast  Alaska  to  date  (studies  are  cited  in  the  DSEISs,  Chapter  4,  Watersheds  sections). 
Studies  have  indicated  that  up  to  25  percent  of  the  land  area  of  a watershed  (not  just  forested 
land)  may  be  harvested  in  one  entry  (not  cumulative  entries  over  time)  before  impacts  are 
seen  in  the  water  quality  of  that  watershed.  These  studies  also  indicate  that  10  to  15  years 
after  the  initial  entry  the  area  will  have  recovered  enough  hydrologically  that  a second  entry 
is  possible.  There  are  no  watersheds  that  approach  this  threshold  of  concern  in  Analysis 
Areas  2,  3,  or  6. 

233-11 

High  soil  hazard  areas  are  shown  on  the  Unit  Cards  along  with  proposed  road  layouts.  Refer 
to  Chapter  4,  Soils,  for  a discussion  of  potential  impacts  (Analysis  Area  2,  pg  4-2;  Analysis 
Area  6,  page  4-2;  Analysis  Area  3,  page  4-2;  Analysis  Area  12,  page  4-2).  Harvest  units  are 
not  located  on  areas  with  extreme  hazard  soils.  Road  layouts  are  also  planned  to  avoid  high 
hazard  soils.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  an  extreme  soil  hazard  potential  does  not  necessarily 
exist  when  a road  crosses  a V-notch.  Unit  Cards  detail  mitigation  measures  to  be  used  to 
avoid  soil  hazards. 

233-12 

The  "new  information"  referred  to  in  your  comment  is  not  referenced,  so  we  have  no  way  to 
respond  to  your  statement  that  it  was  not  included.  Considerable  information  on  the 
importance  of  large  woody  debris  and  the  other  benefits  of  streamside  buffers  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  analysis  (refer  to  Chapter  7,  Literature  Cited).  If  the  State  feels  that 
there  is  information  that  has  not  been  included,  it  is  possible  that  it  was  considered  and  not 
found  to  be  relevant.  Without  citations  we  cannot  make  such  a determination. 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 for  a clarification  of  the  Forest  Service’s  policy  on  stream 
buffers  and  mitigation  measures.  Please  also  note  that  the  Unit  Cards  contain  detailed  site- 
specific  recommendations  for  stream  buffers  and  other  mitigation  measures  where  necessary. 

233-13 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  6 for  a clarification  of  the  "phasing"  of  this  planning  process. 
The  SEIS  is  a project  level  decision-making  tool  and  the  State  should  be  aware  that  final 
decisions  are  made  with  the  ROD.  Please  also  note  that  Unit  Cards  show  actual  locations  of 
proposed  harvest  units  and  roads  and  include  site-specific  prescriptions  for  stream  buffers 
and  mitigation  measures. 


3 


RESPONSE:  Letter  233 


233-14 

Precommercial  thinning  of  second-growth  stands  is  not  intended  to  completely  mitigate  for 
harvest  of  old-growth  areas.  The  primary  method  of  mitigating  for  cumulative  impacts  to 
old-growth  conditions  is  the  use  of  old-growth  prescriptions  in  which  certain  areas  or 
percentages  of  the  forest  are  left  as  old  growth.  The  Forest  Service  agrees  that  the 
effectiveness  of  precommercial  thinning  in  mitigating  some  of  the  impacts  of  timber  harvest 
on  deer  winter  range  is  experimental.  However,  precommercial  thinning  is  practiced 
throughout  the  forest  for  other  purposes.  It  is  hoped  that  further  research  will  show  that  it 
also  has  a beneficial  effect  on  the  capability  of  second-growth  stands  to  support  deer  during 
winter  months. 

233-15 

Timber  harvest  proposed  in  the  DSEIS  is  not  equivalent  to  a decision  to  harvest  in  those  areas. 
A range  of  alternatives  are  presented  in  the  DSEIS  and  evaluated  through  the  Draft  and  Final 
SEISs.  Not  all  of  the  alternatives  presented  propose  harvest  in  the  areas  of  concern  in  H.R. 
987  and  S.B.  346.  A decision  on  which,  if  any,  areas  will  be  harvested,  is  not  made  until  the 
ROD  is  issued.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  2 for  a clarification  of  the  Forest  Service’s 
policy  regarding  congressional  action  on  H.R.  987  and  S.B.  346. 

233-16 

The  State  is  apparently  confusing  the  description  of  the  long-term  and  cumulative  impacts 
which  are  discussed  in  the  second  half  of  Chapter  4 (Analysis  Area  12  pages  4-45  to  67; 
Analysis  Area  2 pages  4-41  to  66;  Analysis  Area  6 pages  4-49  to  74;  Analysis  Area  3 pages 
4-66  to  98)  with  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  in  the  first  half  of 
Chapter  4 (Analysis  Area  12  pages  4-1  to  45;  Analysis  Area  2 pages  4-1  to  41;  Analysis  Area 
6 pages  4-1  to  49;  Analysis  Area  3 pages  4-1  to  66).  The  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  are 
relatively  minor,  as  discussed  in  the  document. 

You  subsequently  comment  that  timber  harvests  "over  the  past  30  years  have  significantly 
reduced  the  capability  of  forested  habitat  to  support  the  wildlife  species  that  depend  on  the 
old-growth  component  of  the  forest."  First,  timber  has  only  been  harvested  in  these  areas 
for  the  past  8 to  10  years,  rather  than  30  years  and,  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  to  date  are 
probably  not  as  great  as  the  State  fears  they  are.  Second,  the  species  you  mention  (brown 
bear,  deer,  and  marten)  have  not  been  shown  to  be  dependent  on  old-growth  forest  habitat, 
although  they  are  certainly  associated  with  it. 

Finally,  we  question  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "significantly  reduced."  The  State  has  not 
provided  the  Forest  Service  with  management  objectives  for  any  species  in  any  given  minor 
harvest  unit,  which  makes  evaluation  of  what  is  "significant"  in  terms  of  the  State’s  goals  quite 
difficult. 
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233-17 

In  response  to  public  comments  which  indicate  a confusion  about  the  distinction  between 
impacts  from  the  proposed  action  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  potential  impacts,  the  FSEIS 
has  been  modified.  The  long-term,  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  are  now 
separated  from  the  long-term  impacts  that  might  result  from  the  combination  of  the 
management  direction  envisioned  in  TLMP  and  a continuation  of  current  State  of  Alaska  and 
private  land  management  directions. 

233-18 

The  State  is  incorrect  in  its  assertion  that  old-growth  prescription  stands  identified  in  the 
1986-90  FEIS  were  to  be  managed  in  old-growth  conditions  until  the  end  of  the  planning 
period.  These  stands  were  to  be  managed  in  old-growth  conditions  until  either  the  end  of  the 
planning  period  or  until  a new  NEPA  analysis  was  made  (1986-90  FEIS  page  4-13).  This 
document,  which  ends  with  the  issuance  of  a ROD,  constitutes  a new  NEPA  analysis  which 
allows  for  changes  in  the  old-growth  prescriptions  identified  in  the  1986-90  FEIS. 

233-19 

The  harvest  units  and  alternatives  proposed  in  the  SEISs  are  not  the  same  as  those  in  the 
preferred  alternative  from  the  1986-90  NEPA  process.  The  old-growth  habitat  prescriptions 
do  not  constitute  the  sum  total  of  the  old-growth  conditions  present  in  a VCU;  therefore, 
changes  in  the  old-growth  prescription  may  not  be  equivalent  to  changes  in  the  amount  of 
old-growth  habitat  conditions  available  to  associated  wildlife  species.  However,  if  all  of  the 
proposed  timber  harvest  in  any  of  the  action  alternatives  in  the  DSEISs  were  implemented, 
99  percent  (Analysis  Area  12)  to  89  percent  (Analysis  Area  6)  of  the  existing  prescribed  old- 
growth  habitat  conditions  would  remain.  The  State  is  also  referred  to  Theme  Response  1 
concerning  the  involvement  of  ADF&G  in  the  process  of  identifying  units  of  land  for 
retention  in  old-growth  prescriptions. 

233-20 

Your  comment  assumes  that  the  number  of  acres  proposed  for  harvest  in  Volume  Classes  6 
and  7 expressed  as  a percentage  of  the  total  acres  proposed  for  harvest  is  a crucial  issue. 
However,  the  more  relevant  issue  is  the  number  of  acres  proposed  for  harvest  in  the  high 
Volume  Classes  expressed  as  a percentage  of  the  total  number  of  acres  in  those  Volume 
Classes  that  are  available  in  the  study  area.  Old-growth  associated  species  are  more  affected 
by  total  available  habitat  and  impacts  on  the  total  available  than  by  the  percentage  of 
proposed  harvest  that  is  in  high  Volume  Classes.  The  proposed  alternatives  only  propose 
harvesting  2.8  percent  (Alternative  2)  to  4.2  percent  (Alternative  3)  of  the  total  available  acres 
in  Volume  Classes  6 and  7.  See  also  our  response  to  233-19  concerning  the  amount  of  old- 
growth  prescriptions  that  would  remain  if  any  of  the  action  alternatives  proposed  were  fully 
implemented. 
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The  State  comments  that  "Kuiu  Analysis  Area  is  scheduled  to  have  70  percent  of  the  timber 
harvested  from  high  volume  stands"  while  the  1986-90  FEIS  proposed  harvesting  only  22 
percent  of  the  timber  from  high  volume  stands.  The  State  apparently  does  not  understand 
that  these  two  figures  are  not  comparable.  The  percentage  quoted  from  the  1986-90  FEIS  is 
a value  for  the  entire  timber  Contract  Area.  The  percentage  quoted  for  Analysis  Area  12  is 
a percentage  of  the  timber  to  be  harvested  only  from  Analysis  Area  12,  which  is  a much 
smaller  area  than  the  entire  Contract  Area.  Please  note  (as  shown  in  Chapter  2,  pages  40  and 
41)  that  under  Alternative  5,  the  majority  of  high- volume  timber  harvested  would  be  taken 
from  VCUs  420  and  421.  Please  note  also  that  the  amount  of  high- volume  timber  is 
proportionately  high  in  these  two  VCUs  (see  Chapter  3,  page  8,  Table  3-2)..  It  is  not 
inconceivable  that  over  the  entire  Contract  Area  some  areas  would  be  harvested  at  much 
higher  percentages  and  others  at  much  lower  percentages  while  still  achieving  a Contract 
Area-wide  average  of  22  percent  of  the  total  volume  harvested  from  high  volume  stands. 

233-21 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  it  is  necessary  to  establish  an  interagency  task  force  to 
review  management  proposals  in  old-growth  retention  areas.  These  supplements  are  to 
respond  specifically  to  issues  raised  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtright  and  Hanlon  v. 
Barton  cases.  Old-growth  retention  issues  were  not  a part  of  those  court  decisions.  The  total 
area  of  old-growth  prescriptions  in  the  four  Analysis  Areas  under  review  exceeded  TLMP 
retention  factor  estimates.  Minor  adjustments  were  made  in  designing  the  alternatives  for 
the  DSEISs.  These  adjustments  were  reviewed  with  ADF&G  personnel  and  do  not  warrant 
the  same  in-depth  review  as  was  done  for  the  KPC  EIS  process,  since  these  SEISs  are  not 
proposing  to  establish  new  retention  areas. 

233-22 

We  do  not  understand  your  comment  that  the  habitat  models  are  not  the  best  available,  since 
the  models  used  were  developed  in  consultation  with  the  ADF&G.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme 
Response  9 concerning  the  habitat  models  used  in  the  DSEISs. 

233-23 

Your  comment  states  that  the  Forest  Service’s  sampling  effort  to  determine  deer  winter  range 
was  inadequate.  Elevation  is  a critical  factor  in  defining  deer  winter  range.  The  Forest 
Service  sample  harvest  units  to  determine  the  proportions  that  are  above  and  below  800  feet 
elevation.  An  elevation  below  800  feet  is  described  in  the  models  as  being  usable  for  deer 
winter  range  while  elevations  above  that  are  not.  Intensive  sampling  is  not  necessary  in  order 
to  make  a reasoned  choice.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 concerning  these  issues 
about  the  habitat  capability  models  and  data  used. 
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233-24 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 concerning  the  habitat  capability  models  and  data  used. 
233-25 

The  Forest  Service  agrees  with  the  State  of  Alaska  that  the  viability  of  the  brown  bear 
population  on  northeast  Chichagof  Island  (Analysis  Area  3)  is  threatened,  and  this  issue  is 
documented  in  the  DSEIS.  However,  the  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  State  on  the 
reasons  for  the  observed  declines.  According  to  the  model,  which  was  developed  in 
conjunction  with  ADF&G  biologists,  the  limiting  factor  on  current  brown  bear  populations 
is  encounters  with  humans.  As  the  number  of  bear/human  encounters  increases,  the  number 
of  bears  killed  increases. 

There  are  a number  of  factors  that  contribute  to  increases  in  bear/human  encounters, 
including  private  land  management  policies,  continued  State  Marine  Transportation  System 
access  to  the  area  for  hunters  from  other  areas,  and  State  sport  hunting  regulations  concerning 
brown  bears.  For  example,  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  regulations  allow  a legal  kill  rate 
that,  according  to  the  models  used,  exceed  the  mortality  rate  that  a long-term  viable 
population  can  sustain.  The  State  also  allows  additional  killing  of  brown  bears  "in  defense 
of  life  and  property".  The  Forest  Service  believes  that  legal  hunting  pressures  combined 
with  illegal  hunting  have  resulted  in  the  observed  declines  in  the  brown  bear  populations  on 
northeast  Chichagof  Island. 

The  State  also  suggests  that  a closed  population  of  300  bears  is  required  to  maintain  a viable 
population.  However,  the  model  projections  presented  in  Chapter  3 of  the  Analysis  Area  3 
DSEIS  indicate  that  northeast  Chichagof  Island  would  have  only  supported  270  bears  prior 
to  any  timber  harvest  in  these  areas.  The  Forest  Service  acknowledges  the  recent  reduction 
in  the  allowable  sport  harvest  in  the  DSEIS;  however,  sport  kills  of  brown  bears  continue  to 
be  authorized  by  the  State  despite  increasing  evidence  that  the  current  population  is  below 
levels  required  to  maintain  a viable  hunting  population. 

Road  building  proposed  in  the  DSEIS  could  increase  access  which  then  might  lead  to  an 
increase  in  bear/human  encounters.  However,  the  Forest  Service  has  presented  a variety  of 
road  management  and  closure  options  designed  to  mitigate  these  potential  impacts.  The 
models  indicate  that  seasonal  or  permanent  closure  of  lower  standard  secondary  roads  could 
have  the  beneficial  effect  of  reducing  bear/human  encounters.  These  model  projections  and 
mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  Chapter  4 of  the  DSEIS. 

The  State  is  also  referred  to  Theme  Response  3 for  a more  complete  response  to  the  issue  of 
brown  bear  population  viability. 
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233-26 

As  explained  in  Theme  Response  6,  change  does  indeed  take  place  in  the  implementation  of 
a selected  alternative.  The  DSEIS  quantified  the  changes  monitored  to  date  in  the 
implementation  of  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  EISs.  For  example,  the  discussion  in  Analysis 
Area  12,  Chapter  3,  page  3-13,  indicates  that  the  number  of  acres  harvested  exceeded  the 
number  proposed  between  1981  and  1988  by  8.4  percent.  The  document  further  explains  that 
this  represents  only  464  acres  over  the  entire  Analysis  Area  and  that  most  of  this  acreage,  452 
acres  (8.1  percent),  was  blow-down  salvage  during  this  period.  We  refer  you  to  our  response 
to  Comment  233-2.  Again,  minor  changes  such  as  adjustments  in  the  location  of  a harvest 
unit  or  a road  may  be  necessary  in  order  for  the  action  to  be  consistent  with  Regional 
Guidelines  and  environmental  concerns.  Changes  which  do  not  constitute  a substantial 
departure  from  the  approved  plan  may  not  necessitate  documentation  in  an  EA  or  EIS. 
Adjustments  are  monitored  on  the  back  of  the  Unit  Cards  used  in  the  EIS  process.  These 
adjustments  do  not  constitute  a "third  level"  of  planning  but  are  a continuation  of  the 
implementation  process  begun  in  the  ROD. 

233-27 

Recreational  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  Recreational  Resources  section  of  Chapter  4 of  each 
document  (beginning  on  page  4-31  for  Analysis  Area  12;  page  4-48  for  Analysis  Area  3;  page 
4-29  for  Analysis  Area  2;  and  page  4-32  for  Analysis  Area  6).  The  discussion  of  recreation 
impacts  in  these  sections  covers  changes  in  recreational  opportunities  available  to  users  which 
include  recreational  hunters  and  fishermen.  As  pointed  out  in  those  sections,  the  changes  in 
recreational  opportunities  are  primarily  the  result  of  changes  in  access.  Aesthetic  changes  are 
discussed  in  the  Visual  Resources  sections  of  Chapter  4 of  each  document  (beginning  on  page 
4-34  for  Analysis  Area  12;  page  4-53  for  Analysis  Area  3;  page  4-31  for  Analysis  Area  2;  and 
page  4-36  for  Analysis  Area  6).  Sport  hunting  patterns  are  dependent  on  a variety  of  factors, 
many  of  which  are  not  under  the  control  of  the  Forest  Service.  Influences  such  as  State 
Marine  Transportation  System  access,  hunters’  perceptions  of  potential  competition  for  limited 
resources,  and  sport  hunting  regulations  which  affect  seasons  and  bag  limits  all  affect  sport 
hunting  patterns.  Changes  under  the  control  of  the  Forest  Service  have  been  documented  in 
the  DSEIS.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Forest  Service  that  the  State  of  Alaska  sport  hunting 
regulations  have  not  kept  up  with  the  changes  in  the  hunting  patterns,  demands,  or  the 
capability  of  the  resources  to  support  historic  levels  of  sport  hunting. 

233-28 

The  ROD  fully  addresses  the  issue  of  monitoring.  There,  we  state  that  all  activities 
authorized  under  the  ROD  will  be  monitored  to  assure  that  they  remain  consistent  with  the 
direction  provided  by  the  ROD,  and  that  proposed  changes  be  fully  disclosed.  Monitoring 
also  enables  us  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  actions.  For  a full  discussion  of  the 
monitoring  plan,  please  see  the  ROD  sections  on  Implementation  Monitoring,  Effectiveness 
Monitoring,  and  Validation  Monitoring. 
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233-29 

The  Forest  Services  wishes  to  clarify  that  there  are  no  new  log  transfer  facilities  proposed. 
Existing  log  transfer  facilities  are  discussed  in  Chapters  3 and  4 under  the  Marine 
Environment  sections.  The  two  newest  log  transfer  facilities,  which  are  in  False  Bay  and  Seal 
Creek  in  Analysis  Area  3,  were  assumed  to  have  been  constructed  in  the  spring  and  summer 
of  1989.  Environmental  assessments  were  conducted  for  these  log  transfer  facilities  and 
included  in  the  DSEIS  as  Appendices  B-l  and  B-2  for  the  information  of  the  reader.  All  log 
transfer  facilities  proposed  for  use  have  current  State  permits  and  do  not  require  any  further 
review  by  State  agencies  before  use  occurs. 

The  Forest  Service  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  your  concerns  about  Port  Camden  are 
unfounded,  as  there  is  no  log  transfer  facility  proposed  for  Port  Camden  or  its  associated 
estuary  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

233-30 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  your  comment  that  the  subsistence  analysis  is  inadequate 
and  based  on  inadequate  data.  Subsistence  uses  were  covered  thoroughly  in  the  DSEIS, 
additional  data  was  collected  at  the  Subsistence  Hearings  and  are  further  evaluated  in  the 
FSEIS.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a complete  discussion  of  the  issue  of  subsistence 
data  adequacy,  and  for  a clarification  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810  requirements. 

233-31 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  subsistence  data  adequacy. 

233-32 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  the  use  of  the  TRUCS  data  in  these 
SEISs. 

233-33 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  documents  are  not  site  specific.  Please  refer  to  Theme 
Response  4 concerning  site  specificity. 

233-34 

We  refer  you  again  to  Theme  Response  5 for  an  explanation  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810 
evaluation  and  determination  process.  ANILCA  810  determinations  are  not  required  in  the 
Draft  SEIS;  determinations  are  made  in  the  Final  SEIS  and  ROD,  after  all  of  the  relevant 
data,  including  the  results  of  the  subsistence  hearings,  have  been  collected  and  evaluated. 
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233-35 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Responses  1 and  5 for  a clarification  of  the  subsistence  hearing  process. 
233-36 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  ANILCA  810  requirements.  ANILCA 
810(a)(3)  determinations  are  not  made  in  the  Draft  SEIS  prior  to  subsistence  hearings. 

233-37 

The  Executive  Summary  only  provides  an  overview  of  the  conclusions  presented  in  Chapter  2 
of  each  document.  The  Executive  Summary  was  constructed  by  selectively  printing 
appropriate  sections  of  Chapter  2 from  the  complete  documents  for  each  analysis  area. 
Therefore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Executive  Summary  that  is  not  already  stated  in  the  main 
texts. 

Information  presented  in  Chapter  2,  and  thus  the  Executive  Summary,  is  a summary  of  the 
conclusions  reached  on  the  basis  of  analysis  of  data  presented  in  Chapter  4 of  each  document. 
The  summary  tables  in  the  Executive  Summary  contain  extremely  concise  statements  that 
should  not  be  taken  out  of  the  context  of  the  whole  document,  including  Chapter  4,  where 
the  detailed  data,  analysis,  and  conclusions  are  presented. 

The  finding  that  there  may  be  a restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  based  on  the  long-term 
cumulative  effect  of  all  management  activities  in  the  area,  including  private  land 
management.  State  of  Alaska  regulations  and  actions,  and  Federal  actions.  It  is  not  based  only 
on  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  Because  of  public  confusion  about  this 
distinction.  Chapter  4 of  FSEIS  has  been  modified  to  improve  the  readability  of  the 
documents.  However,  this  does  not  affect  the  statements  made  in  the  summary  table  in 
Chapter  2 when  taken  in  context  with  Chapter  4. 

Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  subsistence  data  used. 
In  addition,  further  information  collected  at  the  subsistence  hearings  is  now  presented  in  the 
FSEIS. 

233-38 

See  our  response  to  233-37  concerning  conclusions  presented  in  the  Executive  Summary. 
Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 concerning  site  specificity  of  the  analyses. 

233-39 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  State’s  allegation  that  the  No  Action  Alternative  is  not 
a true  No  Action  Alternative.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  6 for  a clarification  of  the 
definitions  of  the  No  Action  and  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternatives  used  in  these  DSEISs. 


10 


RESPONSE:  Letter  233 


233-40 

The  only  carryover  volume  that  is  assumed  to  be  in  place  is  in  non-deferred  VCUs  which 
were  evaluated  in  earlier  NEPA  reviews  and  approved  by  the  court  in  Tenakee  Springs  v. 
Courtright  for  continued  harvest.  VCUs  which  were  deferred  in  Tenakee  Springs  v. 
Courtright  and  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton , pending  further  NEPA  review  in  these  SEISs,  do  not 
include  any  carryover  volume.  Harvest  is  proposed  in  some  subsistence  areas.  A map  of 
important  subsistence  areas  is  included  with  the  FEIS,  and  may  be  cross-referenced  to  the 
harvest  areas  displayed  in  the  Alternative  2 maps. 

233-41 

Maps  are  provided  showing  the  ADF&G  minor  harvest  units  (3523,  3524,  3525,  3526,  and 
3527)  which  could  be  affected.  They  are  found  in  each  document  as  follows:  Analysis  Area 
12  page  3-27,  Figure  3-5;  Analysis  Area  2 page  3-28,  Figure  3-2;  Analysis  Area  3 page  3- 
33,  Figure  3-2;  and  Analysis  Area  6 page  3-25,  Figure  3-2. 

233-42 

The  meaning  of  this  comment  is  somewhat  unclear.  However,  please  see  Theme  Response 
5 concerning  the  use  of  the  TRUCS  data  and  the  subsistence  use  area  maps.  In  addition, 
subsistence  use  area  maps  have  been  included  in  Chapter  3 of  the  FSEIS  based  on  comments 
from  the  public  and  at  the  Subsistence  Use  Hearings. 

233-43 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  the  use  of  TRUCS  data.  The  compilation  of 
subsistence  data  is  an  ongoing  process,  and  errors  will  be  corrected  as  they  are  identified. 

233-44 

In  our  Draft  SEIS  Chapter  4 discussion  of  subsistence  we  mention  the  potential  for  the 
addition  of  new  logging  communities,  but  neither  the  addition  of  new  logging  camps  nor  the 
expansion  of  existing  ones  is  proposed  or  projected.  Were  these  actions  to  be  proposed,  their 
potential  impact  would  be  evaluated  at  that  time.  Additional  logging  camps  would  require 
special  use  permits  which  could  be  issued  only  after  compliance  with  the  NEPA  review 
process. 

Please  bear  in  mind  that  State  of  Alaska  regulations  prohibit  discrimination  among  residents 
of  Alaska.  Residents  of  logging  camps  in  subsistence  areas  are  legitimate  subsistence  users 
with  the  same  rights,  under  the  State  regulations,  as  residents  of  established  communities. 
Persons  who  do  not  qualify  as  residents  of  a subsistence  use  area  still  have  the  right  to  use 
those  resources  under  the  State  of  Alaska  sport  hunting  and  fishing  regulations. 
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233-45 

We  are  not  sure  what  you  mean  by  the  "entire  issue."  If  you  are  referring  to  long-term  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  future  logging  camps,  please  see  our  response  to  233-44.  Your 
comment  indicates  confusion  about  the  NEPA  planning  process  and  the  difference  between 
the  long-term  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
cumulative  impacts.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Responses  5 and  6 for  clarification  of  these  issues. 

233-46 

In  Chapter  4,  page  63  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  we  state  that  the  proposed  action  would  not  affect 
traditional  access  by  boat  for  subsistence  uses.  We  do,  however,  acknowledge  the  potential 
affects  of  increased  road  access,  and  state  that  mitigation  measures  will  help  to  offset  these 
impacts. 

233-47 

The  existing  TLMP  includes  calculations  for  the  Allowable  Sale  Quantity  (ASQ).  As  required 
by  the  National  Forest  Management  Act,  future  revisions  of  the  TLMP  will  also  calculate  the 
ASQ  or  Harvesting  Schedule.  Concerns  pertaining  to  the  TLMP  revision  should  be  addressed 
to  the  TLMP  revision  team. 

233-48 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  your  comment  that  the  subsistence  data  is  inadequate. 
Sufficient  site-specific  information  was  provided  in  the  DSEISs  concerning  the  proposed 
actions  and  further  information  gathered  at  the  subsistence  hearings  and  data  that  was  used 
but  not  displayed  in  the  DSEISs  is  now  presented  in  the  FSEISs.  The  FSEISs  include  Unit 
Cards  which  show  the  proposed  layouts  of  all  the  harvest  units  and  their  relationships  to 
resources  issues  such  as  roads,  old-growth  prescriptions.  Class  I and  II  streams,  and  AMHUs. 
Subsistence  use  area  maps  and  the  SEIS  maps  showing  alternative  harvest  units,  topography, 
roads,  streams,  and  old-growth  prescriptions  provide  additional  site-specific  detail  needed 
for  land-use  decisions.  The  State  should  also  be  aware  that  land  use  decisions  are  not  made 
at  the  Draft  SEIS  stage,  but  rather,  that  the  Subsistence  hearing  record  and  the  FSEIS  analysis 
are  used  to  support  land-use  decisions  made  in  the  ROD. 

233-49 

Your  comment  concludes  that  the  long-term  effects  of  the  proposed  actions  will  restrict 
subsistence  uses,  but  you  do  not  supply  any  data  to  support  this  conclusion.  As  the  Forest 
Service  understands  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  decision,  a finding  of  significant  restriction  of 
subsistence  uses  must  include  long-term  impacts,  not  only  from  the  proposed  actions,  but  also 
the  long-term  impacts  from  the  actions  of  all  agencies.  For  us  to  understand  your  conclusion 
that  the  proposed  actions  would  restrict  subsistence  uses,  the  State  would  need  to  supply  its 
interpretation  of  the  role  of  such  things  as  private  timber  harvesting  activities,  sport  and 
subsistence  hunting  regulations,  and  ferry  access  from  population  centers  to  remote  areas  of 
Southeast  Alaska,  in  affecting  subsistence  uses. 
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Mr.  Michael  Barton 
Regional  Forester 
Forest  Service 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

P.  0.  Box  21628 

Juneau,  Alaska  99802-1628 


Dear  Mr.  Barton: 

SUBJECT:  ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION  LONG-TERM  TIMBER  SALE  CONTRACT; 

DRAFT  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 
FOR  THE  1981-86  AND  1986-90  OPERATING  PERIODS 

The  State  of  Alaska  has  completed  its  review  of  the  draft  supple- 
ment to  the  environmental  impact  statements  (Phases  I and  II)  for 
the  1981-86  and  1986-90  operating  periods  for  Alaska  Pulp  Corpo- 
ration's long-term  timber  sale  contract.  The  briefing  which  Mr. 
Jim  Pierce  and  his  staff  provided  to  state  reviewers  on  July  20 
was  helpful  and  appreciated.  Comments  regarding  the  consistency 
of  the  proposed  federal  action  with  applicable  standards  of  the 
Alaska  Coastal  Management  Program  (ACMP)  are  provided  pursuant  to 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  (CZMA  - 16  U.S.C.  1451)  and 
associated  regulations  (15  CFR  930) . Issues  not  related  to 
federal  consistency  are  discussed  beginning  on  page  6 of  this 
letter. 

ACTIONS  ON  FEDERAL  LAND  WHICH  DIRECTLY  AFFECT  COASTAL  ZONE 

The  state  recognizes  that  the  CZMA  excludes  federal  land  from  the 
coastal  zone.  However,  proposed  activities  on  federal  land  which 
would  directly  affect  the  coastal  zone  are  required  by  the  CZMA 
to  be  "consistent  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable"  with  ap- 
proved state  coastal  management  programs.  Our  intent  in  provid- 
ing consistency  comments  at  the  draft  supplement  stage  is  to 
assist  you  in  the  preparation  of  a federal  consistency  determina- 
tion accompanying  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FSEIS)  and  Record  Of  Decision  (ROD) . When  the  FSEIS 
and  ROD  are  released  to  the  public,  the  state  will  render  a 
conclusive  finding  per  15  CFR  930.41. 
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The  state's  review  of  the  draft  supplement  considered  the  pro- 
posal's consistency  with  applicable  standards  of  the  ACMP, 
including  timber  harvesting  and  processing  (6  AAC  80.100), 
habitats  (6  AAC  80.130),  air,  land  and  water  quality  (6  AAC 
80.140),  and  recreation  (6  AAC  80.060). 

Although  the  level  of  detail  displayed  in  the  draft  supplement 
may  satisfy  NEPA  requirements  for  disclosure  of  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  action,  the  lack  of  site 
233-1  specific  information  and  unit  design  for  each  of  the  harvest 
areas  which  could  directly  affect  the  coastal  zone  makes  it 
difficult  to  agree,  at  this  juncture,  that  the  proposal  would  be 
consistent  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  with  applicable  ACMP 
standards.  We  recognize  that  the  Forest  Service,  after  issuing  a 
233-2  FSEIS  and  ROD  for  the  project,  will  conduct  more  detailed  plan- 
ning at  the  field  level  and  make  numerous  decisions  about  the 
final  location  of  unit  boundaries,  roads  and  other  choices  which 
cannot  reasonably  be  determined  at  the  present  time.  Currently, 
233-3  the  State  of  Alaska  has  no  opportunity  to  participate  in  subse- 
quent decisionmaking  phases  of  the  project,  other  than  those 
aspects  which  require  additional  federal  permits  such  as  log 
transfer  facilities.  For  activities  which  may  require  additional 
state  agreement,  such  as  planned  activities  in  fish  streams,  the 
Forest  Service  provides  only  informal  review  opportunities  for 
the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  on  a selected  basis. 

CZMA  regulations  at  15  CFR  930.37(c)  address  the  responsibility 
of  a federal  agency  to  provide  opportunity  for  state  review  of 
federal  actions  at  each  phase  of  project  decisionmaking,  as 
follows : 

In  cases  where  the  Federal  agency  has  sufficient  information 
to  determine  the  consistency  of  a proposed  development 
project  from  planning  to  completion,  only  one  consistency 
determination  will  be  required.  However,  in  cases  where 
major  Federal  decisions  related  to  a proposed  development 
project  will  be  made  in  phases  based  upon  developing 
information,  with  each  subsequent  phase  subject  to  Federal 
agency  discretion  to  implement  alternative  decisions  based 
upon  such  information  (e.g.,  planning,  siting,  and  design 
decisions) , a consistency  determination  will  be  required  for 
each  major  decision.  In  cases  of  phased  decisionmaking. 
Federal  agencies  shall  ensure  that  the  development  project 
continues  to  be  consistent  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable 
with  the  State's  management  program. 

Absent  a scheduled  opportunity  for  formal  state  review  of  major 
management  decisions  which  are  made  subsequent  to  the  ROD  and 
which  could  directly  affect  the  coastal  zone,  the  state  must 
identify  at  this  phase  (where  possible)  alternative  measures 
which  would  make  the  project  consistent  to  the  maximum  extent 
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233-4  practicable.  If  the  Forest  Service  provides  additional  consis- 
tency determinations  for  the  state's  review  as  required  by 
regulation,  measures  in  lieu  of  those  described  in  this  letter 
can  be  identified  which  would  be  more  appropriate  to 
site-specific  conditions  and  needs.  (As  noted  in  my  letter  to 
you  of  August  2,  1989,  this  subject  should  be  addressed  in 
conjunction  with  revision  of  the  existing  Memorandum  of  Under- 
standing between  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Division  of  Govern- 
mental Coordination.) 

Actions  proposed  in  this  draft  assessment  will  directly  affect 
coastal  zone  resources,  particularly  anadromous  fish  and  water. 
Protection  of  important  fisheries  resources  and  water  quality  are 
among  a number  of  the  state's  major  concerns.  The  State  of 
Alaska  has  previously  addressed  its  broader  interest  in  balanced 
multiple-use  management  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  (including 
the  APC  sale  area  which  is  the  subject  of  this  draft  supplement) 
in  Congressional  testimony  and  Congressionally-mandated  reports, 
TLMP  revision,  other  environmental  documents,  and  meetings. 
Accordingly,  the  following  discussion  is  limited  to  specific 
concerns  about  the  proposed  action  which  are  not  adequately 
addressed  in  the  draft  supplement,  and  should  not  be  construed  as 
the  state's  sole  interest  in  management  of  the  Tongass  Forest. 

CONSISTENCY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  WITH  ACMP  STANDARDS 

In-Stream  Activities 

233-1  Placement  of  structures  or  other  activities  in  anadromous  fish 

233-5  streams  can  directly  affect  coastal  fishery  resources.  The  level 
of  detail  provided  in  the  draft  supplement  is  insufficient  to 
determine  at  this  time  if  the  proposed  in-stream  activities  are 
consistent  with  applicable  ACMP  standards  (6  AAC  80.130  (a)  (7), 

(b) , and  (c)(7)).  In  the  event  that  certain  proposed  in-stream 
activities  will  not  conform  to  these  standards,  they  may  be 
allowed  if  there  is  a significant  public  need,  no  feasible 
prudent  alternative  exists  to  meet  the  public  need,  and  all 
feasible  and  prudent  steps  will  be  taken  to  maximize  conformance 
with  the  applicable  standards  (6  AAC  80.130(d)).  If  the  Forest 
Service  provides  additional  opportunity  for  review  of 
site-specific  plans  for  in-stream  activities  as  required  by 
federal  regulation,  the  state  will  work  with  the  Forest  Service 
to  avoid  or  if  necessary,  in  the  alternative,  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts  on  the  state's  coastal  fishery  resources. 

Streamside  Riparian  Areas 

233-6  The  proposal  would  authorize  timber  harvesting,  road  con- 
struction, and  associated  activities  in  streamside  riparian 
areas.  Such  activities  are  expected  to  directly  affect 
fish-bearing  streams  in  varying  degrees  by  influencing  large 
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woody  debris  sources,  stream  stability,  thermal  cover,  water 
quality,  and  nutrient  flow.  Due  to  the  small  scale  of  the  maps 
in  the  draft  supplement,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  what 
level  of  harvest  is  planned  in  specific  Aquatic  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Units,  and  where  streamside  buffers  will  actually  be  provid- 
233-7  ed.  The  draft  supplement  proposes  harvest  units  on  Kuiu  Island 
adjacent  to  Class  I streams,  apparently  with  no  buffers.  State 
biologists  do  not  believe  that  this  practice  will  maintain  or 
enhance  fish  habitat  in  the  affected  streams.  As  an  alternative 
233-8  measure  at  this  juncture  the  Forest  Service  could  adopt  the 

standards  displayed  in  Option  C of  the  FEIS  for  the  KPC  89-94 
Operating  Period  if  found  to  be  practicable.  In  lieu  of  the 
Option  C standards,  the  Forest  Service  could  provide  more 
detailed  information  for  state  review  in  later  phases  of 
decisionmaking.  Appropriate  protective  measures  can  be  tailored 
for  site-specific  situations  to  maximize  ACMP  consistency.  Also 
noted  is  the  apparent  discounting  of  the  importance  of  Class  III 
233-9  watercourses  in  affecting  water  quality.  Adoption  of  the 

alternative  measures  proposed  above  would  address  the  state's 
concern . 

Drainage  Threshold  Exceeded 

233-10  The  Security  Creek  drainage  on  Kuiu  Island  will  be  51.2  percent 
harvested  if  the  preferred  alternative  is  adopted.  Currently 
47.2  percent  of  the  drainage  has  been  harvested,  with  an  addi- 
tional 4 percent  to  be  harvested  if  the  preferred  alternative  is 
adopted.  Although  the  evidence  is  not  conclusive  (as  presented 
in  the  Kuiu  Island  document,  pg.  4-25),  drainages  with  more  than 
25  percent  of  their  areas  harvested  can  experience  elevated  peak 
stream  discharges  and  adverse  temperature  effects.  Security 
Creek,  which  has  peak  escapements  in  excess  of  52,000  pink,  1000 
chum,  and  222  coho  salmon,  is  probably  experiencing  some  adverse 
fishery  impacts  in  some  years.  If  watersheds  exist  in  other 
management  areas  which  also  have  a high  proportion  of  cut-over 
land,  they  have  not  been  identified  in  the  draft  supplement.  The 
Forest  Service  should  identify  any  other  watersheds  which  would 
exceed  the  25  percent  threshold  with  adoption  of  the  preferred 
alternative.  Any  additional  timber  harvest  in  such  drainages 
which  would  significantly  exceed  the  threshold  should  be  deferred 
pending  monitoring  of  possible  adverse  fisheries  impacts.  (6  AAC 
80.130  (a)  (7)  , (b)  , (c)  (7) ) 

High  Soil  Hazard 

233-11  The  proposed  action  would,  according  to  the  draft  supplement, 

avoid  areas  of  high  hazard  soil  in  all  management  areas.  Howev- 
er, in  reviewing  the  small  scale  maps  provided,  it  appears  that 
units  are  located  on  steep  slopes  and  that  proposed  roads  may 
cross  hazardous  soil  areas.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  roads 
and  units  not  crossing  V-notches  in  southeast  Alaska.  Based  on 
the  information  provided  in  the  draft  supplement,  the  state 
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cannot  agree  that  the  proposal  would  be  consistent  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable.  The  FSEIS  should  identify  areas  with  natu- 
rally unstable  soils,  and  areas  with  high  and  extremely  high  soil 
mass  movement  indices  where  they  are  located  in  proposed  cutting 
units  or  in  areas  through  which  roads  will  be  constructed.  If 
this  level  of  detail  cannot  be  attained  at  the  FSEIS  stage,  then 
the  state  should  be  provided  the  opportunity  to  review  field 
layout  plans  in  relation  to  site-specific  soil  hazards. 

Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  are  intended  to  reduce  the  impact  of  manage- 
ment activities  on  fish,  wildlife,  water  and  other  affected 
resources.  All  feasible  and  prudent  mitigation  measures  should 
be  taken  to  maximize  conformance  with  applicable  ACMP  habitat 
standards  (6  AAC  80.130(b)  and  (c) ) if  proposed  management 
actions  will  not  maintain  or  enhance  fish  or  wildlife  habitat. 

Although  substantial  new  information  has  become  available  regard- 
ing the  importance  of  large  woody  debris  and  other  benefits  of 

233-12  streamside  buffers,  the  draft  supplement  provides  no  new  mitiga- 
tion measures  beyond  those  identified  in  the  original  1986-90 
FEIS . To  ensure  maximum  conformance  with  ACMP  standards  (6  AAC 
80.130(b)  and  (c) ) , mitigation  measures  to  protect  fish  habitat 
and  water  quality  should  be  identified  in  the  FSEIS  which  utilize 
the  new  information. 

Examples  of  mitigation  measures  are  provided  in  the  draft  supple- 

233-13  ment,  but  they  are  vague  and  suggest  only  very  general  guidance. 
As  early  discussed,  so  much  decisionmaking  is  left  to  phases 
after  the  FSEIS  and  ROD  that  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  if 
maximum  conformance  with  ACMP  habitat  standards  will  be  achieved. 
As  already  noted  in  the  discussion  on  riparian  areas,  buffer 
strips  should  meet  the  standards  identified  by  the  state  as 
alternatives  to  the  uncertain  mitigation  described  in  the  draft 
supplement,  or  result  from  site  specific  prescriptions  following 
state  review  of  subsequent  federal  consistency  determinations. 

233-14  Measures  intended  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  timber  harvesting 

and  road  building,  until  they  have  been  established  as  effective, 
should  be  considered  experimental.  The  draft  supplement  indi- 
cates (in  the  Kuiu  Island  Volume,  pg.  4-70)  that  "state  of  the 
art"  second  growth  management  techniques,  including  thinning  and 
gap  management,  will  mitigate  for  harvested  deer  winter  range. 

To  date,  this  is  only  speculative  and  does  not  even  seem 
particularly  logical  for  years  with  heavy  snow  accumulations. 

The  state  endorses  Forest  Service  efforts  to  seek  effective 
mitigation  measures,  but  until  determined  to  be  effective,  such 
attempts  should  not  be  considered  as  mitigating  the  impacts  of 
harvesting  deer  winter  range.  Precommercial  thinning  is  a 
silvicultural  treatment  which  concentrates  stand  growth  on 
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selected  crop  trees.  The  value  of  such  thinning  in  mitigating 
the  loss  of  deer  winter  range  from  timber  harvesting  is  unknown, 
although  the  practice  may  provide  transitory  benefit  to  deer  in 
the  early  years.  The  effort,  however,  is  worth  pursuing.  As 
thinning  accomplishments  will  depend  on  the  availability  of 
funding,  long  term  reliance  on  thinning  (if  found  effective)  as  a 
mitigation  measure  will  be  risky. 

OTHER  ISSUES  OF  STATE  CONCERN 

Tongass  Reform  Legislation 

233-15  As  you  know.  Governor  Cowper  endorses  the  Southeast  Conference 
compromise  for  Tongass  reform  legislation  as  an  alternative  to 
HR  987  and  other  pending  bills.  The  compromise  proposal  would 
place  12  areas  of  the  Tongass  in  a special  Congressionally- 
protected  status  that  would  permanently  prohibit  commercial 
timber-harvesting  although,  unlike  designated  wilderness,  other 
compatible  multiple-use  activities  could  be  allowed.  Several  of 
the  proposed  areas  fall  within  the  APC  contract  area  and  some  of 
these  (such  as  Kadashan  and  Trap  Bay)  are  proposed  for  timber 
harvesting  in  the  draft  supplement.  To  the  extent  that  timber 
harvesting  and  associated  activities  described  in  the  draft 
supplement  conflict  with  areas  proposed  for  Congressional 
designation  by  the  state-supported  Southeast  Conference  compro- 
mise, they  should  be  deleted  pending  Congressional  consideration 
of  the  proposal.  Maps  which  show  the  boundaries  of  the  12  areas 
have  been  provided  separately  to  your  office. 

Long-term  Cumulative  Impacts 

The  draft  supplement  concludes  that  all  alternatives  considered 
will  have  minimal  effects  on  wildlife  such  as  brown  bear,  deer, 
and  marten.  The  proposed  action,  however,  is  only  the  latest  in 

233-16  a series  of  incremental  actions  which  over  the  past  30  years  have 
significantly  reduced  the  capability  of  forested  habitat  to 
support  the  wildlife  species  that  depend  on  the  old-growth 
component  of  the  forest. 

233-17  The  general  approach  used  in  the  draft  supplement  is  that  the 

proposed  activities  will  only  affect  a small  percent  of  fish  and 
wildlife  and  therefore  the  actions  do  not  have  a significant 
impact.  Using  this  approach.  Forest  Service  activities  taken  in 
small  increments  never  have  a significant  impact  on  fish  and 
wildlife.  However,  at  the  end  of  the  current  rotation  (not  just 
the  life  of  the  APC  long-term  sale)  50  percent  or  more  of  the 
old-growth  habitat  (and  apparently  an  even  higher  percent  of  the 
most  important  habitat  in  stands  with  more  than  50  mbf  per  acre 
timber  volume)  will  be  gone.  This  approach  seriously  underesti- 
mates the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  action  when  taken  in 
the  context  of  the  long  term  timber  program  of  the  Forest 
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233-17  Service.  The  state  proposes  that  an  alternative  approach  be  used 
Cont.  in  the  FSEIS  to  address  the  impacts  of  each  cutting  unit  or  road 
on  the  drainage  in  which  it  is  located  (or  possibly  within  the 
specific  unit  boundaries) . An  effects  analysis  at  this  scale 
would  probably  lead  the  Forest  Service  to  a different  conclusion 
about  cumulative  effects. 

Retention  Areas 


Several  alternatives  in  the  draft  supplement  schedule  timber 
harvesting  in  old-growth  stands  which  were  planned  in  the  origi- 
233-18  nal  1986-90  FEIS  to  be  managed  under  an  old-growth  prescription 
for  habitat  retention  at  least  until  the  end  of  the  planning 
period.  The  original  1986-90  FEIS  exceeded  TLMP  retention  factor 
estimates,  assuring  sufficient  old-growth  for  species  dependent 
on  this  habitat  type.  While  apparently  well  intentioned,  this 
avoided  the  critical  need  to  identify  specific  areas  necessary  to 
provide  long-term  habitat  and  species  diversity.  A habitat  pool 
233-19  was  deferred  from  harvest,  but  no  information  was  assembled  to 

determine  which  of  the  areas  were  most  critical  in  providing  for 
the  needs  of  old-growth  dependent  species.  Now  the  Forest 
Service  proposes  to  select  units  of  this  habitat  pool  without 
disclosing  why  they  were  suitable  for  harvest,  nor  the  effect  of 
the  group  of  units  on  some  overall  strategy  for  retention.  There 
does  not  appear  to  be  a retention  strategy,  however,  which  meets 
the  needs  of  old-growth  dependent  species.  The  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  was  not  consulted  in  developing  proposals  for  the 
draft  supplement  to  harvest  timber  in  old-growth  prescription 
areas . 

TLMP,  as  amended,  specifically  discusses  forest-wide  procedures 
for  implementing  wildlife  and  fisheries  retention  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  current  planning  period.  Despite  clear  guidance  that 
all  three  administrative  areas  of  the  Tongass  must  employ  uniform 
procedures  in  all  related  planning  and  management  activities,  two 
substantially  different  procedures  were  adopted  in  the  Ketchikan 
and  Chatham  areas  to  deal  with  retention.  The  Ketchikan  approach 
identified  a pool  of  areas  which,  with  minor  exceptions,  fish  and 
wildlife  staff  from  both  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  considered  to  be  the  best  selection  of  areas  needed 
to  maintain  species  diversity  over  the  current  rotation.  Manage- 
ment direction  in  the  KPC  1989-94  FEIS  adopted  this  selection. 

In  contrast,  old-growth  prescription  areas  were  identified  in  the 
Chatham  area  through  an  in-house  process  that  exceeded  the 
retention  requirements  of  the  area  without  specifically  identify- 
ing the  best  areas  to  be  retained.  The  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  was  not  involved  in  this  process  and  questions  the  validity 
of  the  selected  areas.  The  problem  with  this  approach  is  illus- 
trated by  disclosure  that  the  Kuiu  Analysis  Area  is  scheduled  to 
have  7C  percent  of  the  timber  harvested  from  high  volume  stands 
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233-20 

(66  percent  from  Volume  Class  6 and  4 percent  from  Volume  Class 
7).  These  stands  are  the  most  important  winter  range  for 
black-tailed  deer.  The  original  1986-90  EIS  scheduled  22  percent 
of  the  timber  harvest  from  Volume  Classes  6 and  7 (20%  and  2% 
respectively) . This  is  a radical  (more  than  three-fold)  depar- 
ture from  the  earlier  management  direction  which  will  signifi- 
cantly reduce  the  more  valuable  components  of  the  old-growth 
retention  pool. 

233-21 

The  state  recommends  that  cutting  units  proposed  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  1986-90  operating  period  avoid  these  retention  areas, 
and  that  the  Forest  Service,  as  in  the  Ketchikan  area,  establish 
an  interagency  task  force  to  thoroughly  review  the  management 
areas.  The  task  force  should  arrive  at  a joint  delineation  of 
old-growth  prescription  areas  that  will  best  provide  for  the 
habitat  needs  of  old-growth  dependent  species  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  Any  proposed  changes  to  the  joint  delineation  should 
also  involve  the  task  force. 

Habitat  Capability  Models 

233-22 

The  use  of  habitat  capability  models  to  assess  the  impacts  of 
land  management  activities  on  selected  wildlife  species  is  an 
important  step  forward,  although  the  models  used  in  the  draft 
supplement  for  brown  bear,  deer,  and  marten  habitat  are  not  the 
best  available. 

233-23 

The  state  does  not  agree  with  the  criteria  used  to  determine  deer 
winter  range  in  the  draft  supplement,  and  has  previously  noted 
this  disagreement  on  a number  of  occasions.  Use  of  such  criteria 
results  in  a misleading  analysis  and  consequent  underestimation 
of  the  impact  of  logging  on  deer,  and  other  old-growth  dependent 
species  such  as  marten. 

233-24 

The  accuracy  of  the  habitat  inventory  database  used  for  the 
habitat  capability  estimates  is  uncertain.  It  appears  that  three 
different  databases  were  used.  In  addition,  substantial  differ- 
ences appear  to  exist  between  timber  inventory  information  which 
was  provided  to  the  state  in  April  1987  as  the  most  accurate 
inventory  database  available,  and  the  databases  used  in  the  draft 
supplement.  These  differences  make  it  difficult,  for  example,  to 
analyze  the  effects  of  management  activities  on  old-growth 
dependent  wildlife  species. 

Brown  Bear  Impacts 

233-25 

Current  and  proposed  logging  on  northeast  Chichagof  Island 
(Analysis  Area  3)  threaten  the  short  and  long-term  survival  of 
the  brown  bear  population.  Most  experts  agree  that  a closed 
population  of  less  than  300  individuals  is  below  the  numbers 
required  for  long-term  population  viability.  Because  the  brown 
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233-25  bear  population  on  northeast  Chichagof  Island  is  not  completely 
Cont.  isolated,  a population  of  greater  than  150  individuals  may  be 
viable  if  brown  bears  are  not  depleted  in  nearby  parts  of 
Chichagof  Island.  The  estimated  habitat  capability  for  brown 
bears  in  Analysis  Area  3 is  138  bears  and  the  state's  current 
population  estimate  is  about  125  bears.  Both  figures  are  below 
the  150  level.  Any  additional  reductions  in  bear  numbers  will 
result  in  a closure  of  recreational  hunting  first  and  subsistence 
hunting  second.  In  the  opinion  of  state  wildlife  biologists, 
eventual  local  extinction  on  northeast  Chichigof  Island  is 
probable  with  continuation  of  the  current  forest  management 
direction. 

Post-EIS/ROD  Changes 

233-26  The  state  is  concerned  that  substantial  changes  have  occurred 

between  decisions  made  in  the  original  1986-90  FEIS  and  what  was 
actually  laid  out  on  the  ground  such  as  deletion  of  lower  volume 
stands  and  replacement  with  higher  volume  stands.  Among  the 
revelations  appearing  in  the  draft  alternative  is  that  timber 
harvesting  since  1980  on  Kuiu  Island  exceeded  the  acreage  dis- 
played in  the  original  1986-90  FEIS  by  8.4  percent.  According  to 
the  draft  supplement,  74  percent  of  the  cutting  units  selected  in 
the  original  1986-90  FEIS  and  ROD  were  subsequently  changed  in 
the  actual  layout.  As  noted  earlier,  the  state  believes  that  the 
Forest  Service  should  provide  consistency  determinations  for 
state  review  for  such  phased  decisionmaking  after  the  FEIS  and 
ROD  have  been  issued. 

Recreation  Impacts 

233-27  The  draft  supplement  does  not  address  the  impacts  on  recreational 
hunters  and  fishermen  which  are  likely  to  result  from  the 
proposed  action.  Impacts  range  from  aesthetic  changes  to  altered 
success  rates  to  loss  of  recreational  opportunities.  Hunting 
patterns  have  already  changed  as  a result  of  on-going  management 
activities,  and  more  are  expected  under  the  proposed  action. 

Such  changes  result  from  habitat  loss,  altered  means  of  access, 
increased  competition  for  limited  resources  and  inadvertent 
losses  due  to  bear/human  contacts. 

• 

Monitoring 

233-28  Although  4 years  of  the  5-year  1986-90  operating  period  have 
passed,  the  state  has  not  seen  any  data  which  indicate  the 
results  of  monitoring.  Examples  of  expected  monitoring  would  be 
the  verification  of  deer  winter  range  mapping,  measurement  of 
deer  occurrence,  recorded  effectiveness  of  solid  waste  disposal 
measures,  and  the  status  of  eagle  tree  buffers  after  logging. 
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Log  Transfer  Facilities 


233-29  Although  proposed  log  transfer  facilities  are  identified  in  the 


draft  supplement,  lack  of  specific  detail  and  the  requirements  of 
federal  and  state  permitting  preclude  state  concurrence  at  this 
time  with  siting  or  design.  Such  facilities  will  continue  to  be 
evaluated  by  the  state  on  a case-by-case  basis  in  accordance  with 
applicable  laws.  The  resource  values  in  the  Port  Camden  estuary 
are  extremely  high,  and  no  suitable  site  which  will  not 
jeopardize  those  resources  has  been  located  in  Port  Camden.  The 
Forest  Service  is  encouraged  to  identify  less  problematic  alter- 
native locations. 

Subsistence 


233-30  The  Forest  Service  is  currently  conducting  subsistence  hearings 
in  several  communities  within  the  area  of  the  proposed  action, 
and  will  acquire  information  about  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
action  on  subsistence  activities.  In  the  state's  view,  the 
subsistence  sections  of  the  draft  supplement  are  inadequate  as 
written  and  do  not  appear  to  be  an  objective  analysis.  The  FSEIS 
should  include  a full  description  of  relevant  data  so  that  the 
public  can  evaluate  the  conclusions  that  are  reached.  The  draft 
supplement,  in  contrast,  is  extremely  weak  on  subsistence  data. 
The  draft  supplement  does  not  make  use  of  easily  available 
historical  and  contemporary  descriptive  and  quantitative  data  on 
subsistence  uses,  nor  does  it  include  subsistence  use  area  maps 
for  affected  communities,  outline  gaps  in  the  data  that  need  to 
be  filled  by  further  research,  perform  site-specific  analyses  as 
required,  provide  adequate  810  evaluations  and  determinations, 
nor  does  it  outline  possible  measures  to  mitigate  significant 
restrictions  to  subsistence  uses.  Enclosed  with  this  letter  are 
detailed  comments  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
which  will  assist  the  Forest  Service  in  completing  an  adequate 
and  defensible  subsistence  evaluation  for  the  proposed  action. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  supplement. 
The  State  of  Alaska  looks  forward  to  an  FSEIS  and  ROD  which  are 
responsive  to  the  specific  concerns  raised  by  this  letter.  The 
state  is  also  prepared  to  review  subsequent  federal  consistency 
determinations  for  phased  decision  making  following  the  FSEIS  and 
ROD . 


Sincerely 


Robert  L.  Grogan 
Director 


Enclosure 
cc:  Comm 


Commissioner  Gorsuch,  DNR,  Juneau 
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Commissioner  Collinsworth , DFG,  Juneau 

Commissioner  Kelso,  DEC,  Juneau 

Commissioner  Merculieff,  DCED,  Juneau 

Douglas  Baily,  Attorney  General,  DOL 

John  Katz,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Washington,  D.C. 

Denby  Lloyd,  Office  of  the  Governor,  Juneau 

Thomas  J.  Maginnis,  NOAA,  Washington,  D.C. 

Gary  Morrison,  USFS,  Sitka 
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Subsistence  Comments 
Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

At  the  request  of  U.S.  Forest  Service,  ADF&G  staff  in  the 
Southeast  Region  have  spent  a great  deal  of  time  over  the 
past  years  developing  a suggested  procedure  for  conducting 
ANILCA  Sec.  810  evaluations  and  determinations  and  in 
providing  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  with  Department  data. 

An  adequate  810  evaluation  and  determination  calls  for  the 
following  straight-forward  tasks  or  precedures: 

1.  Assembling  and  presenting  best  available  data  on 
subsistence  and  identifying  crucial  data  gaps.  This  is 
the  primary  baseline  or  inventory  analysis  that  needs 
to  be  presented  in  the  EIS. 

2.  Evaluating  whether  or  not  the  proposed  activity  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence.  This  step 
determines  on  a site-specific  basis  whether 
alternatives  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence 
uses . 

3.  Holding  hearings  if  the  proposed  activity  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence.  In  this  step,  data 
are  presented  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  affected 
communities  to  a)  validate  site-specific  determinations 
that  alternatives  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses,  b)  examine  if  the  planned  logging, 
roading,  or  other  land  use  activities  are  necessary  as 
defined  by  law,  and  c)  identify  means  of  eliminating  or 
mitigating  impacts  that  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses. 

4.  Finding  other  land  for  the  activity  that  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  or  mitigating 
impact  upon  subsistence  uses  if  the  activity  is  found 
to  restrict  subsistence  uses  and  be  necessary. 

We  do  not  believe  the  phase  II  SDEIS  adequately  accomplishes 
these  tasks  in  several  broad  areas.  These  include  the 
following : 

233-31  1.  Although  the  Phase  II  SDEISs  make  a slightly 

better  effort  at  assembling  and  presenting 
best  available  data  than  in  the  original  EIS,  it  is 
still  incomplete.  The  bibliographies  for  the  four 
volumes  include  very  little  of  the  available  articles 
and  reports  relevant  to  subsistence  uses  in  the  study 
areas,  none  of  the  literature  that  provides  a more 
general  perspective  on  subsistence  use  of  fish  and  game 
in  Alaska,  and  nothing  on  Tlingit  society  and  culture. 
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233-31 

Cont. 


233-32 


233-33  2 


The  many  days  spent  by  Division  of  Subsistence  staff 
with  U.S.  Forest  Service  planners  are  not  cited,  and 
the  volumes  of  unpublished  data  that  subsistence  staff 
supplied  are  neither  used  nor  cited.  Only  a very 
limited  amount  of  data  from  the  Tongass  Resource  Use 
Cooperative  Study  (TRUCS)  are  included  and  these  are 
often  mis-stated. 

Some  use  has  been  made  of  TRUCS  mapped  data  for  some 
communities  and  we  encourage  further  use  of  this  data 
base  once  these  mapped  data  have  been  reviewed  and  are 
final.  However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  planning 
team's  use  of  raw  data  for  planning  decisions  for  two 
reasons.  First,  we  do  not  believe  that  appropriate 
analysis  of  raw  field  data  was  done  by  the  planning 
team.  This  is  a task  for  trained  researchers  and 
analysts  and  must  be  well  documented  to  meet  research 
standards.  Secondly,  explicit  commitments  were  made  by 
the  TRUCS  project  leaders  with  people  consenting  to  be 
interviewed,  with  the  communities  where  surveying  took 
place,  and  with  the  Native  Advisory  Committees.  These 
commitments  were  that  mapped  data  would  not  be  used 
before  community  review  took  place.  Mapped  data  used 
in  the  phase  II  document  has  not  been  subject  to  this 
review.  Use  of  raw  data  before  it  has  been  objectively 
analyzed,  reviewed,  and  preferably  published  is  highly 
questionable.  The  Division  of  Subsistence  has  been 
consistently  on  record  over  the  life  of  the  TRUCS 
project  that  planning  use  of  raw  mapped  subsistence 
data  should  not  take  place.  The  concerns  of  Mr.  Robert 
Loescher,  who  wrote  on  behalf  of  the  Native  Advisory 
Committee  about  the  premature  use  of  the  TRUCS 
mapped  data,  should  be  considered. 

The  documents  do  not  provide,  on  a site  specific  basis, 
either  adequate  data  or  analysis  of  the  impacts 
of  logging  alternatives  that  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses  and  do  not  describe  what  these 
impacts  might  be  or  where  they  will  take  place.  This 
is  true  for  both  the  short-term  and  the  cumulative 
effects  analysis.  General  conclusions  are  presented  in 
the  place  of  site-specific  substantive  analysis. 

Because  the  document  fails  to  do  its  main  tasks,  public 
testimony  in  scheduled  810  hearings  are  unlikely  to  be 
productive . 

At  a minimum,  the  public  needs  to  be  shown  on  a 
site-specific  basis  the  likely  cumulative  impacts  of 
different  logging  alternatives  on  their  subsistence 
uses  and  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented. 
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233-34  3 


233-35 


233-36  4 . 


233-37  5 . 


The  court-ordered  standard  "may  significantly  restrict" 
is  not  consistently  applied.  For  example,  in  the  three 
pages  of  the  Analysis  Area  2 volume  that  should  be 
doing  an  810  evaluation  and  determination,  no  clear 
standard  is  used.  In  the  space  of  a few  paragraphs  we 
find : 


" access ... .will  not  be  affected... 

availability  of  berries  will  decrease  . . . 

foreseeable  activities  may  possibly  restrict 
subsistence  uses. . . 

will  have  no  measurable  effect  on  coho,  chum...." 

Since  meaningful  analysis  and  810  evaluation  and 
determination  has  not  been  attempted  in  the  DSEIS,  a 
finding  of  no  significant  impact  is  not  justified.  In 
fact,  there  is  no  clear  definition  regarding  what  level 
of  effects  is  needed  to  trigger  a finding  of 
significant  subsistence  impact. 

The  DSEIS  is  also  an  appropriate  document  in  which  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  should  describe  the  Sec.  810 
hearing  process.  Many  rural  residents  do  not 
understand  what  Sec.  810  hearings  are,  why  they  are 
important,  and  what  community  input  would  be  most 
effective . 

ANILCA  Sec.  810  directs  federal  agencies  to  evaluate  the 
availability  of  other  lands  for  the  activity  that  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  or  for  mitigating 
impact  upon  subsistence  uses  if  the  activity  is  found  to 
restrict  subsistence  uses  and  be  necessary.  Substitution  of 
other  land  for  logging  and  mitigation  measures  is  not 
discussed  in  the  DSEIS  documents. 

The  conclusions  from  the  subsistence  analysis  of 
Management  Analysis  Area  2 are  questionable.  No 
site-specific  analysis  with  conclusions  is  presented. 
Executive  Summary  Table  aa2-l  states  that  study  area  2 
is  not  a highly  used  subsistence  area  and  concludes 
that  no  significant  restriction  results  from  the  action 
proposed  in  alternatives  2 and  3.  Data  are  not  presented  in 
the  study  area  2 document  that  support  this  summary.  Data 
that  conflict  with  these  conclusions  were  supplied  to  U.S. 
Forest  Service  but  are  not  referenced  or  included.  Lo- 
cations close  to  Hoonah  that  are  among  those  most  heavily 
used  for  subsistence  are  included  in  this  study  area.  In 
addition  to  Native  Corporation  land,  U.S.  Forest 
Service  lands  directly  across  from  Hoonah,  Mud  Bay, 

Neka  Bay,  Salt  Lake  Bay,  and  Eight  Fathom  Bight/Upper 
Port  Frederick  have  been  shown  to  be  very  important 
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233-38  6 

233-39 

233-40 

233-41 

233-42 
233-43  7 

233-44  8 


subsistence  use  areas  in  this  study  area.  Mapped  and 
quantitative  data  from  Division  of  Subsistence  studies 
in  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  showing  intensity  of  use  of 
subunits  of  this  study  area  were  supplied  to  the  Forest 
Service  early  in  the  planning  process.  Major  logging 
and  roading  activities  are  anticipated  under  the  DSEIS 
in  these  very  areas. 

The  finding  that,  for  all  alternatives,  implementation 
could  potentially  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife 
species  in  portions  of  Analysis  Areas  3 and  6 does  not 
provide  an  indication  of  where  specific  impacts  might 
occur  within  the  study  areas.  It  also  shows  that 
alternative  2,  no  further  harvest,  or  roading,  will 
have  the  same  impact  as  the  different  action 
alternatives,  presumably  because  the  No  Action 
Alternative  is  not  a true  no  action  alternative.  Even 
carry-over  volume  in  Analysis  Area  3 will  take  timber 
in  areas  identified  as  subsistence  use  areas  by 
residents  of  Hoonah  and  Tenakee. 

The  document  states  that  ADF&G  minor  harvest  units 
3523,  3524,  3525,  3526  and  3627  could  be  affected.  No 
maps  are  provided  showing  these  units,  which  will  make 
it  difficult  for  the  public  to  know  which  areas  are 
affected.  In  checking  with  the  Study  Area  volumes  we 
found  exclusive  reliance  on  raw,  unanalyzed  TRUCS 
mapped  data.  This  volume  does  not  provide  sufficient 
evidence  to  show  that  these  are  the  only  units  affected 
or  clearly  state  what  the  effects  on  subsistence  may 
be . 

ADFG  staff  attended  the  only  review  of  TRUCS  maps  for 
Hoonah  and  Tenakee  held  to  date.  At  those  meetings 
maps  were  found  to  contain  plotting  or  cartographic 
errors.  We  also  found  that  maps  appeared  to  have 
substantive  errors  in  some  areas.  Both  the  technical 
problems  with  the  maps  and  the  substantive  errors  must 
be  carefully  corrected  before  they  are  presented  as 
research  products  in  an  official  document. 

The  conclusion  that  there  will  be  no  increase  in 
competition  for  subsistence  uses  in  Analysis  Area  3 is 
misleading  because  it  does  not  take  into  consideration 
the  effects  of  competition  from  a logging  community 
situated  within  an  existing  community  as  already 
occurs,  increases  in  the  size  of  that  logging  community 
and  the  effects  of  new  camps  established  by  contractors 
such  as  has  occurred  in  Salt  Lake  Bay  in  1989. 

Residents  of  these  camps  compete  with  subsistence  users 
for  a limited  resource  base,  thus  decreasing 
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subsistence  opportunities. 

In  Analysis  Area  12  a the  entire  issue  is  sidestepped 
with  the  statement  that  the  subsistence  issue  will  be 
dealt  with  in  future  environmental  documents.  Clearly, 
this  does  not  meet  the  direction  of  the  Court  order 
which  resulted  in  completion  of  the  SEIS. 

The  DSEIS's  claim  that  access  will  not  be  affected  is 
invalid.  Log  transfer  facilities,  increased  boat 
traffic,  log  rafting  and  changes  in  roading  all  affect 
access . 

The  DSEIS  states  that  during  the  TLMP  revision  effort, 
the  potential  effects  on  subsistence  users  from  the 
programmatic  prescriptive  resource  scheduling  will  be 
addressed.  Department  staff  have  attended  a 
considerable  number  of  TLMP  revision  meetings  and  to 
date  the  harvesting  schedule  has  not  been  addressed  in 
any  of  them. 

233-48  Although  the  four  volume  Phase  II  DSEIS  is  a very  lengthy  set 
of  documents,  the  data  on  subsistence  is  wholly  inadequate 
for  making  land  use  decisions  that  may  significantly 
restrict  the  subsistence  harvest  and  use  of  fish  and  game  by 
233-49  rural  residents.  Given  long-term  effects  on  fish  and 

wildlife  expected  from  the  proposed  activities  we  believe 
there  is  a strong  liklihood  that  subsistence  uses  will 
ultimately  be  restricted  as  a result  of  the  proposed 
activities . 


233-45 
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FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 
Letter  234 


234-1 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  no  response  was  provided  concerning  previous  criticism  of 
the  wildlife  impacts  modeling.  The  Appeal  Record  shows  that  the  Forest  Service  responded 
to  this  issue.  In  addition,  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  addressed  this  issue  by  using  a different 
model  with  updated  information  in  consultation  with  ADF&G.  Please  see  Theme  Response 
9 concerning  habitat  capability  modeling. 

234-2 

Your  comment  concerns  our  not  having  included  a brown  bear  analysis  for  Analysis  Area  6. 
The  1986-90  Wildlife  Society  Appeal  raised  the  brown  bear  as  a concern  and  the  Forest 
Service  recognizes  the  need  to  evaluate  effects  of  timber  harvest  on  brown  bear  habitat. 
During  preparation  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  ADF&G  closure  policy  indicated  that  the  primary 
concern  was  in  Analysis  Area  3.  Therefore,  we  quantified  the  effect  of  harvest  on  brown 
bear  for  this  analysis  area.  But  increasing  pressures  on  brown  bears  within  Analysis  Area  3 
have  added  to  the  perception  of  problems  for  this  animal  in  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6.  Given 
the  concern  expressed  in  public  comments  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  we  have  quantified 
the  effects  on  brown  bears  in  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6 as  well  in  the  Final  SEIS.  Habitat 
capability  models  will  be  developed  and  applied  to  these  areas.  For  additional  information 
on  brown  bear  viability,  see  Theme  Response  3. 

234-3 

The  Forest  Service  acknowledges  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  policy  on 
riparian  habitat  management,  but  disagrees  that  their  policy  opposes  the  Forest  Service  use 
of  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Unit  (AHMU)  Handbook.  We  believe  that  stream  bank 
protection  through  the  use  of  the  AHMU  Handbook  guidelines  provides  the  best  site- 
specific  measures  for  protecting  fish  habitat.  See  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  for 
additional  information. 

234-4 

We  disagree  with  your  comment  that  fisheries  data  cannot  be  found  in  the  DSEIS.  Chapters 
3 and  4 display  several  tables  related  to  fish  resources.  Individual  stream  survey  information 
is  found  in  the  inventory  record  (Planning  Record),  and  Council  of  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  Guidelines  only  require  a summary  of  this  data.  Additional  information  concerning 
fishery  resources  is  also  included  in  Chapters  3 and  4 of  the  Final  SEIS.  See  Theme  Response 
8:  Planning  Record  versus  EIS  Display,  for  further  discussion  of  this  issue. 
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234-5 

The  Forest  Service  believes  that  Unit  Cards,  maps,  and  discussion  in  the  SEIS  text  are  site 
specific  and  adequately  present  the  information  needed  for  planning  decisions  that  concern 
harvest  activities  and  protection  of  the  other  resources.  Specifically,  Analysis  Area  12  unit 
card  421-6  in  Appendix  C-2  of  the  DSEIS  shows  details  of  road  location,  harvest  acres, 
stream  buffers,  cutting  boundaries,  and  information  related  to  each  of  the  resources  affected. 
See  Theme  Response  6 concerning  the  planning  process  for  additional  information. 

234-6 

The  information  provided  in  the  Unit  Cards,  maps,  and  discussion  in  the  SEIS  text  includes 
site-specific  Standards  and  Guidelines,  Mitigation  Measures,  and  evaluation  of  potential 
effectiveness  of  mitigation.  The  Forest  Service  dealt  with  the  subsistence  issue  by  a finding 
of  potentially  significant  impacts  upon  subsistence  use  in  Chapter  2,  page  38,  of  the  DSEIS. 
This  finding  led  the  Forest  Service  to  call  subsistence  hearings,  as  required  under  ANILCA, 
in  1 1 communities  in  southeast  Alaska.  See  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  and  Theme 
Response  5:  Subsistence,  for  additional  information.  Also  see  the  discussion  of  subsistence 
in  the  Final  SEIS  for  the  Forest  Service’s  final  analysis,  which  considers  public  comments  and 
the  Subsistence  Hearings. 

234-7 

We  disagree  that  the  recreation  impact  analyses  are  deficient  without  data  on  recreation  use 
and  demand.  Accurate  use  data  for  Analysis  Areas  2,3,  and  6 is  simply  not  available,  and  use 
levels  in  these  areas  do  not  justify  a monitoring  program  at  this  time.  Recreation 
opportunities  are  the  appropriate  predictor  of  impacts  to  recreation  resources  for  this  project 
(see  our  response  to  Comment  234-42).  In  addition  to  the  recreation  opportunities, 
"Recreation  Places"  are  considered  in  the  analysis,  which  designates  additional  recreation  value 
to  places  commonly  used  by  the  public  for  recreation. 

The  Forest  Service  does  not  propose  new  roads  to  satisfy  recreation  demand,  as  the  comment 
implies.  New  roads  are  proposed  to  transport  timber,  although  the  Forest  Service  recognizes 
that  these  roads  may  also  provide  additional  recreation  opportunities.  We  also  perceive  the 
need  to  provide  for  roadless  opportunities,  but  do  not  recognize  a shortage  of  these 
opportunities  in  the  Contract  Area  at  this  time  or  in  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future. 

234-8 

The  five  Unit  Cards  presented  in  Appendix  C of  the  DSEIS  are  examples  of  very  site  specific 
information  available  for  each  harvest  unit.  We  have  also  provided  all  of  the  Unit  Cards 
excluded  form  the  Draft  SEIS  in  the  Final  SEIS  Appendix  A-l.  Alternative  road  locations, 
associated  impacts,  and  proposed  mitigation  are  evaluated  on  Planning  Record  maps,  in 
Chapter  2 of  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS,  and  on  the  Unit  Cards.  In  addition,  proposed  road 
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management  options  and  road  management  objectives  were  evaluated  for  each  alternative  in 
DSEIS  Appendix  C.  See  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  for  additional  information. 

234-9 

The  five  Unit  Cards  presented  in  Appendix  C of  the  DSEIS  are  examples  of  very  site-specific 
information  available  for  each  harvest  unit.  These  Unit  Cards  contain  proposed  Standards, 
Guidelines  and  Mitigation  Measures,  in  addition  to  an  evaluation  of  mitigation  effectiveness. 
See  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  for  additional  information. 

234-10 

H.R.987  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  after  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEISs  were  complete. 
The  ROD  issued  after  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS  will  announce  the  Forest  Service  position 
on  this  pending  legislation.  See  Theme  Response  2 for  additional  information  concerning  the 
Forest  Service  position  on  Draft  SEIS  acknowledgement  of  this  legislation. 

The  Draft  SEIS  did  provide  data  concerning  the  resource  values  for  VCUs  listed  in  H.R.  987. 
These  VCUs  are  Point  Adolphus  and  Mud  Bay  (VCUs  191,  192,  194,  195,  196  and  portions 
of  VCU  193),  Trap  Bay  (VCU  237),  Kadashan  (VCU  235),  South  Kuiu  Island  (VCUs  403, 
405.1,  416,  417,  and  418)  and  Rocky  Pass  (VCUs  427  and  428). 

The  Draft  SEIS  does  accommodate  the  potential  effects  of  H.R.  987  through  Alternative  1, 
the  No  Action  - Current  Direction  and  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative.  The  portion  of  the 
bill  which  would  cancel  the  APC  Long-Term  Contract  is  also  addressed  in  Chapter  2 of  the 
Draft  SEIS  under  "Alternatives  considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  study".  Cancellation 
of  the  Contract  was  eliminated  as  an  alternative,  because  it  clearly  did  not  meet  the  purpose 
and  need  of  the  SEIS.  See  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  F for  additional 
information  on  why  this  was  not  considered  as  an  alternative. 

234-11 

The  Forest  Service  believes  it  is  not  practical  to  publish  the  hundreds  of  records,  maps,  and 
documents  contained  within  the  Planning  Record.  The  organization  of  the  Draft  SEIS 
complies  with  CEQ  regulations  governing  the  preparation  of  these  documents.  See  Theme 
Response  8 for  further  details  concerning  this  issue. 

234-12 

The  Forest  Service  believes  a final  determination  on  subsistence  is  not  required  until  the  Final 
SEIS,  when  analysis  of  the  Hearing  Record  on  Subsistence  will  be  provided.  See  Theme 
Responses  1 and  6 concerning  public  involvement  and  the  planning  process  for  further 
information  concerning  these  issues. 
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234-13 

The  Tenakee  v.  Courtright  affidavits,  available  for  review  in  the  Planning  Record,  provide 
APC  historic  and  projected  needs.  Alternatives  were  considered  which  would  allow  APC  to 
obtain  all  timber  from  the  existing  road  system.  The  Regional  Guidelines  for  timber  harvest 
unit  dispersal  require  the  Forest  Service  to  consider  effects  of  unit  location  on  all  resources 
including  wildlife,  fisheries,  etc.  For  some  harvest  alternatives,  the  Regional  Guidelines 
would  be  exceeded  if  all  the  units  were  concentrated  in  areas  that  contained  an  existing  road 
system.  Regarding  legislation  before  the  U.S.  Congress,  please  see  Theme  Response  2:  H.R. 
987. 

234-14 

The  Forest  Service  did  respond  to  all  Phase  I SEIS  comments  related  to  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS 
in  Appendix  B of  the  latter  document.  Comments  not  pertinent  to  Phase  II  topics  were  not 
addressed  in  the  Phase  II  document,  but  will  be  addressed  in  the  FSEIS  Consolidated 
Appendix,  Volume  II,  D. 

234-15 

As  stated  on  Chapter  2,  page  18,  the  IDT  reviewed  and  considered  the  Administrative  Appeals 
in  their  analysis  of  the  alternatives.  We  also  addressed  appeal  concerns  reflected  in  the 
Tenokee  Springs  v.  Courtright  and  Hanlon  v.  Barton  cases.  In  doing  so,  the  Forest  Service 
believes  that  the  SEIS  has  addressed  those  concerns.  In  answer  to  your  concern  about  the 
"lack  of  site  specificity,"  see  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity.  For  our  response  to  your 
comment  on  "the  narrow  range  of  alternatives,"  see  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process.  We 
assume  that  the  comment  on  the  quality  of  environmental  data  and  analysis  employed  refers 
to  the  use  of  habitat  capability  models.  See  Theme  Response  9 for  information  on  the  habitat 
capability  data  and  models  we  used. 

234-16 

Your  comment  concerns  the  possibility  of  siting  harvest  units  in  already  roaded  areas.  For 
some  of  the  alternatives.  Regional  Guidelines  for  timber  harvest  unit  dispersal  would  be 
exceeded  if  all  units  were  placed  in  existing  roaded  areas.  The  Forest  Service  therefore 
proposes  harvesting  in  already  roaded  areas  only  to  the  extent  that  these  entries  fall  within 
the  Regional  Guidelines. 

234-17 

Despite  your  disagreement,  we  do  believe  that  to  stop  harvest  in  Analysis  Area  2 would  cause 
the  Forest  Service  to  breach  APC  contractual  obligations.  Please  also  see  our  response  to 
Cp,,emts  234-29  and  234-67. 
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234-18 

We  planned  units  in  already  roaded  areas  to  the  extent  allowed  in  keeping  with  policies  set 
forth  in  the  Alaska  Regional  Guide,  which  establishes  standards  for  the  size  and  distribution 
of  openings.  We  refer  you  back  to  our  responses  to  Comments  234-13  and  234-16. 

234-19 

An  errata  sheet  containing  maps  which  identified  each  unit  by  number  Was  provided  for  the 
Phase  II  DSEIS.  We  disagree  that  all  maps  should  have  been  reprinted  in  the  DSEIS  with  the 
corrections  incorporated  before  the  end  of  public  comment  period.  Such  action  would  have 
unnecessarily  delayed  the  planning  process.  The  public  comment  period  was  extended  by 
several  weeks  to  provide  additional  review  time  for  the  supplemental  information.  Maps  in 
the  FSEIS  will  contain  unit  numbers  for  each  area. 

234-20 

The  Forest  Service  is  unable  to  respond  to  the  noted  comments  from  ADF&G  due  to  the  lack 
of  citation  or  more  detailed  identification. 

234-21 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  mapped  information  concerning  private  lands  must  be 
presented.  This  information  is  available  in  the  Planning  Record,  and  can  be  reviewed  by  the 
public  at  any  time.  See  Theme  Response  8 for  a general  discussion  of  what  information  is 
appropriate  to  publish  in  the  EIS. 

234-22 

Table  2-1,  which  is  in  Chapter  2,  page  16,  does  contain  harvest  unit  numbers  which 
correspond  to  the  errata  maps  provided. 

234-23 

Alternative  3 does  not  propose  to  harvest  3000  acres  of  "important  old-growth"  habitat.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  acreage  referred  to  is  forested  habitat  while  no  harvest  was  proposed 
in  emphasis  habitat  areas  as  beach  fringe,  estuarine  fringe,  and  deer  winter  range. 

234-24 

We  do  not  understand  how  a table  displaying  completion  of  units  with  alternative  logging 
systems  in  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  plans  would  be  helpful  in  evaluating  the  alternatives 
proposed  in  the  SEIS.  Alternative  J in  the  1986-90  FEIS  proposed  19,647  acres,  or  99 
percent,  of  the  timber  to  be  harvested  using  highlead  systems,  with  the  remaining  1 percent 
using  skyline  systems.  Economic  conditions  at  the  time  of  these  plans  did  not  allow  more 
acreage  to  be  efficiently  harvested  using  skyline  yarding  systems.  As  planned,  between  1981 
and  1988,  APC  has  used  highlead  systems  to  harvest  12,357  acres  in  Analysis  Areas  2,3,6  and 
12. 
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The  Draft  SEISs  propose  use  of  a combination  of  highlead  and  skyline  yarding  systems  (see 
tables  in  Chapter  2 showing  distribution  of  proposed  harvest  systems)  as  necessary  to  meet 
multi-resource  objectives.  Historically,  highlead  has  been  the  primary  method  of  harvest, 
with  some  use  of  skyline  systems.  Both  highlead  and  skyline  are  considered  standard  yarding 
methods.  Helicopter,  balloon,  and  long  span  skyline  are  considered  nonstandard  yarding 
methods  and  are  only  warranted  under  special  circumstances. 

Changes  between  the  alternatives  proposed  and  the  action  that  is  selected  will  be  documented 
in  the  ROD.  In  addition,  the  "Implementation  Monitoring"  and  "Process  for  Change"  sections 
of  the  ROD  will  address  how  potential  post-ROD  changes  in  harvest  systems  will  be 
monitored  and  will  satisfy  NEPA  requirements. 

234-25 

Areas  authorized  for  harvest  had  not  been  reserved  as  old  growth,  but  had  been  prescribed 
for  management  as  old  growth  through  at  least  1990.  See  Chapter  4,  page  14,  and  Table  4- 
10.  This  prescription  was  in  effect  pending  the  NEPA  evaluation  in  Phase  II.  Phase  II  is  a 
continuation  of  the  NEPA  process  which  includes  the  evaluation  of  impacts  on  old-growth 
forest  areas. 

234-26 

Cost  share  was  considered  one  of  several  alternative  ways  to  reach  the  harvest  unit.  Should 
this  alternative  be  selected  and  an  agreement  is  made  to  share  costs,  it  would  apply  only  to 
this  entry  and  the  cumulative  effects  described  in  Chapter  4 would  apply.  The  final 
determination  on  this  issue  will  be  made  in  the  ROD. 

234-27 

The  Errata  sheet  which  followed  the  Draft  SEIS  provides  maps  which  locate  the  individual 
harvest  units  listed  in  Tables  2-1  and  2-3.  It  also  includes  tables  which  show  the  1981-86  and 
1986-90  harvest  units.  A table  correlating  the  carryover  units  from  1981-86  with  their  1986- 
90  numbers  is  provided  in  the  FEIS. 

234-28 

We  disagree  that  the  tabular  presentation  of  impacts  in  Chapter  2,  Comparison  of  Impacts, 
is  programmatic.  For  example:  acres  of  habitat  types  impacted  are  quantified,  expected 
changes  in  VQOs  are  presented,  and  impacts  to  jobs  and  salaries  are  quantified.  The  charts 
are  not  intended  to  provide  data  nor  indepth  analysis  by  VCU,  but  are  a summary  of  the 
information  which  is  given  very  detailed  treatment  in  Chapter  4.  This  arrangement  allows 
the  readers  to  compare  the  differences  between  the  alternatives,  and  is  in  keeping  with  CEQ- 
approved  format. 
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234-29 

We  disagree  that  our  conclusion  of  impacts  resulting  from  the  No  Action  Alternative  are 
unsubstantiated.  Our  conclusions  are  based  on  the  reasonable  assumption  that  the  Forest 
Service  would  not  be  able  to  make  up  the  timber  volume  in  other  areas.  Harvest  of  timber 
along  existing  roadways  was  considered  to  the  extent  possible  within  Regional  Guidelines 
(USDA  Forest  Service  1983a),  which  limits  the  size  and  dispersion  of  created  openings.  Our 
reasons  for  not  evaluating  alternatives  that  considered  volume  outside  of  the  Contract  Area 
are  addressed  in  the  DSEIS  Appendix  B-3  (for  Analysis  Area  2).  A breach  of  contract  would 
result  if  the  agency  did  not  supply  a minimum  of  696,  219  MBF  of  timber,  as  agreed  to  on 
January  4,  1985.  This  agreement  is  included  in  the  Phase  I Appendix.  Large  monetary  claims 
can  be  expected  to  follow  any  substantial  breach. 

234-30 

We  have  included  information  on  the  data  and  assumptions  used  in  the  wildlife  models  in 
Theme  Response  9.  We  have  also  supplied  additional  information  on  the  models  used  in  the 
FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  II,  E.  Also  see  Chapter  3,  pages  3-30  and  3-31  (deer); 
and  page  3-35  (pine  marten)  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  (AA2). 

234-31 

NEPA  does  not  give  a definition  of  the  required  level  of  site  specificity.  Nevertheless,  refer 
to  Chapter  4,  page  4-18,  where  Table  4-12  shows  the  potential  reduction  in  deer  numbers  by 
harvest  area  and  VCU.  In  addition,  the  maps  of  the  alternatives  show  the  geographical 
locations  of  the  VCUs  and  the  harvest  areas  within  them.  Also  see  Theme  Response  4:  Site 
Specificity. 

234-32 

We  disagree  that  Table  2-8,  "Changes  in  Old-Growth  Habitat  Due  to  Timber  Harvest",  does 
not  explain  its  origin  and  assumptions.  As  cited,  its  source  is  the  1986-90  FEIS,  where  acres 
of  old  growth  habitat  condition  were  originally  determined.  The  locations  of  the  old  growth 
areas  are  shown  on  Figures  2-1  through  2-3,  also  cited  on  the  table.  This  table  summarizes 
data  given  in  Table  4-10.  Again,  information  in  Chapter  2 serves  as  a summary  of  the  more 
detailed  information  in  Chapter  4. 

234-33 

We  disagree  that  the  SEIS  does  not  satisfy  ANILCA.  Please  see  Theme  Response  5: 
Subsistence.  In  addition,  it  is  clearly  stated  in  Chapter  2,  page  38,  that  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  potential  significant  impacts  upon  subsistence  use.  This  finding  led  the  Forest 
Service  to  call  subsistence  hearings,  as  required  under  ANILCA,  in  1 1 communities  in 
southeast  Alaska.  For  information  on  our  final  subsistence  analysis,  which  includes  response 
to  public  comments  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  see  the  Final  SEIS. 
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234-34 

We  have  included  a discussion  of  non-timber  employment  and  impacts  in  the  Final  SEIS. 
234-35 

We  have  considered  alternatives  that  maximize  use  of  existing  roads  to  the  extent  possible 
under  the  Alaska  Regional  Guide  (USDA  Forest  Service  1983a).  The  Alaska  Regional  Guide 
policy  for  timber  harvest  unit  dispersal  would  be  exceeded  if  all  proposed  units  were  located 
in  already  roaded  areas  (page  3-19  through  3-22).  We  proposed  harvesting  in  already  roaded 
areas  to  the  extent  that  these  entries  fall  within  these  Regional  Guidelines.  No  logging  or 
road-building  is  proposed  for  Point  Adolphus.  Regarding  your  comment  on  the  "limited 
range  of  alternatives",  please  see  Theme  Response  6. 

234-36 

Alternative  3 has  not  been  selected,  but  has  been  tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  The  actual  selection  of  an  alternative  will  occur  in  the  ROD. 

234-37 

We  disagree  that  the  Draft  SEIS  is  not  adequately  site  specific.  Please  see  Theme  Response 
4:  Site  Specificity.  Again,  the  information  provided  in  the  Unit  Cards  included  site  specific 
Standards  and  Guidelines,  Mitigation  Measures,  and  evaluations  of  the  potential  effectiveness 
of  mitigation.  A complete  set  of  Unit  Cards  are  included  with  the  FSEIS  as  Appendix  A-l. 
Chapter  4 of  the  Draft  SEIS  examines  the  how  the  individual  harvest  units  would  affect  each 
VCU  and  the  analysis  area.  We  believe  that  these  analyses  are  adequately  site  specific. 

234-38 

The  purpose  of  Chapter  3 is  to  portray  the  affected  environment,  not  to  present  results  of 
impact  analyses.  The  latter  is  contained  in  Chapter  4.  Chapter  3 provides  a site  specific 
description  of  the  analysis  area  by  VCU.  For  more  specific  information  on  slopes  and  soils, 
see  the  Unit  Cards,  all  of  which  are  included  as  Appendix  A-l  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

We  do  not  agree  that  it  is  necessary  to  quantitatively  estimate  landslide  risk.  As  we  state  in 
Chapter  4,  page  2,  all  areas  in  Analysis  Area  2 that  are  considered  to  carry  a high  risk  of  mass 
wasting  or  which  contain  extreme  hazard  soils  were  eliminated  from  consideration  for  road- 
building and  harvest  units.  Soil  conditions  and  mitigation  measures  are  also  indicated  on  the 
Unit  Cards  (Final  SEIS,  Appendix  A-l). 
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234-39 

We  have  provided  unit-specific  information  on  harvest  modifications  from  the  1981-86  and 
1986-90  FEISs.  Refer  to  Appendix  C-2  (Draft  SEIS,  Analysis  Area  2),  in  which  all  unit 
changes,  the  reasons  for  changes,  and  their  potential  environmental  impact  are  given  in 
detail. 

Unit  modifications  are  subject  to  NEPA  and  we  believe  that  we  have  satisfied  these 
requirements.  For  more  discussion,  see  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process. 

234-40 

The  potential  impacts,  including  potential  human  use  impacts,  of  proposed  roads  are  discussed 
at  length  in  Chapter  4.  The  effects  of  roads  are  considered  in  relation  to  soils  (page  4-2); 
fisheries  (page  4-22);  recreation  (page  4-29);  and  transportation  costs  (page  4-37).  Pages  4- 
39  and  4-40  contain  discussions  of  road  effects  on  subsistence  access,  subsistence  gathering, 
subsistence  wildlife,  and  salmon. 

234-41 

Chapter  3 discusses  the  Affected  Environment,  or  present  situation,  and  is  not  the  appropriate 
context  for  discussion  of  the  site  specific  impacts  of  proposed  timber  harvesting.  Chapter  4 
analyzes  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  by  VCU. 

234-42 

Contrary  to  your  implication,  neither  the  Alaska  State  Division  of  Tourism  nor  the  Recreation 
Visitor  Day  (RVD)  survey  for  the  Tongass  have  VCU-specific  data  for  past,  present,  and 
potential  recreation  use  of  this  area. 

We  disagree  with  your  statement  that  our  discussion  of  recreation  use  in  Analysis  Area  2 is 
deficient.  Recreation  use  in  Analysis  Area  2 is  low  in  comparison  to  other  areas  of  the 
Tongass  National  Forest,  and  is  not  the  appropriate  criteria  for  evaluating  the  alternatives. 
Issue  8 (page  1-18,  AA2)  concerns  a specific  desire  to  maintain  the  primitive  character  of 
many  areas  in  Southeast  Alaska  for  its  visual,  recreation,  and  Wilderness  values.  The 
Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  classes  (Table  3-21)  addresses  the  character  of  the 
area  as  it  provides  for  various  recreation  opportunities  ranging  from  primitive  to  rural,  and 
provides  the  appropriate  basis  for  making  a reasoned  choice  between  alternatives  considering 
the  issue  above. 

234-43 

We  disagree  that  the  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  provide  site-specific  cultural  resource  data.  Please 
see  Chapter  3,  page  53,  Table  3-24,  which  lists  previous  surveys  of  cultural  resource  sites  by 
VCU.  In  addition,  see  Chapter  4,  pages  32  and  33,  where  there  is  a discussion  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act,  and  the  consultation 
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process  implemented  through  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  As  we  state  in  this 
section,  the  Forest  Service  has  determined  that  an  inventory  of  all  cultural  resources  for  all 
of  the  APC  project  alternatives  would  be  costly  and  impractical,  but  a thorough  evaluation 
of  cultural  resources  and  appropriate  protection  measures  will  be  applied  to  the  selected 
alternative. 

234-44 

We  agree  that  the  Hoonah  community  are  not  the  only  subsistence  users  in  Analysis  Area  2. 
In  Chapter  3,  Table  3-27  evaluates  deer  hunting  by  community,  including  Elfin  Cove, 
Gustavus,  and  Pelican.  In  addition.  Figure  3-20  shows  overall  community  subsistence  use 
of  VCUs  in  Analysis  Area  2.  Please  see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

Commercial  fishing  and  guiding  are  not  recognized  as  subsistence  uses  under  State  regulations. 
See  the  Final  SEIS  discussion  on  socioeconomics  for  information  on  these  industries. 

The  ADF&G  studies  referred  to  in  the  comment  are  not  referenced  such  that  we  are  able  to 
respond.  The  Final  SEIS,  however,  provides  an  expanded  listing  of  the  sources  from  which 
we  obtained  subsistence  data. 

234-45 

We  disagree  that  the  section  on  soil  impacts  is  incomplete.  We  stated  in  Chapter  4,  page  2, 
that  areas  determined  to  pose  a high  risk  of  mass  wasting  or  extreme  soil  hazard  were 
excluded  from  consideration  for  harvesting  and  road  building.  Site  specific  soil  information 
is  given  on  the  Unit  Cards,  all  of  which  are  included  in  FSEIS  Appendix  A-l. 

234-46 

We  disagree  that  the  DSEIS  fails  to  differentiate  between  site-specific  values  of  a particular 
VCU.  Chapter  4,  page  19,  describes  indicator  species  and  habitat  types  that  are  most 
important  to  them,  as  well  as  estimates  of  the  amount  of  each  habitat  type  that  will  remain 
under  the  proposed  alternatives.  Pages  4-7  to  4-18  show  the  potential  effects  of  all  of  the 
alternatives  on  the  various  habitat  types  associated  with  these  species  by  VCU. 

The  Unit  Cards  (Appendix  A-l,  FSEIS)  provide  additional  specific  information  on  wildlife 
and  wildlife  habitat.  Supporting  information  for  the  deer  habitat  analysis  appears  in  the 
Wildlife  Habitat  Model  Description  and  Evaluation  in  the  consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III, 
E-l.  Also  see  Theme  Response  7:  Sitka  Black-tailed  deer,  for  general  information  on  this 
species  throughout  the  project  area. 

See  our  response  to  Comment  234-2  regarding  our  presentation  on  the  brown  bear. 
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234-47 

We  continue  to  hold  our  position  that  application  of  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Unit 
(AHMU)  procedures  will  minimize  or  eliminate  significant  impacts  to  riparian  habitat  on 
National  Forest  lands.  Please  see  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity. 

234-48 

We  disagree  that  the  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  provide  site-specific  information  on  stream  qualities 
as  they  relate  to  fisheries  impacts  from  logging  activities.  In  the  Draft  SEIS  Chapter  3, 
Affected  Environment,  Table  3-20  presents  the  percent  by  VCU  of  past  harvest  adjacent 
to  Class  I and  II  streams.  Stream  classes  are  identified  on  maps  in  Chapter  2 of  the  Draft 
SEIS.  Together,  the  Unit  Cards  (Appendix  A-l,  FSEIS),  maps,  and  SEIS  text  identify  site- 
specific  fisheries  and  hydrology  characteristics  of  the  harvest  units,  define  proposed 
mitigation  measures,  and  estimate  the  effectiveness  of  these  measures. 

234-49 

We  disagree  that  our  discussion  of  streamflow  impacts  is  not  adequately  site  specific.  As  we 
acknowledge  in  Chapter  4,  page  57,  data  on  specific  streamflows  in  response  to  harvest  are 
not  available  for  Southeast  Alaska.  Tables  4-27  and  4-28  provide  projections  through  2011 
for  watershed  harvests  on  both  Native  corporation  and  National  Forest  lands.  On  page  4- 
54,  we  explain  the  concept  of  the  25  percent  harvest  threshold  for  watersheds.  This  narrative, 
in  conjunction  with  the  tables,  explains  the  relationship  between  that  threshold  and  the 
projected  harvest  for  each  VCU. 

234-50 

We  disagree  that  the  potential  impacts  of  sedimentation  are  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  SEIS. 
As  stated  on  pages  4-26  and  4-27,  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  are  designed 
particularly  in  response  to  the  problem  of  potential  sedimentation  impacts.  BMPs  are  based 
on  the  scientific  studies  cited  in  these  pages. 

234-51 

Based  on  the  relevant  issue  of  concern,  recreational  opportunity  is  the  appropriate  predictor 
of  recreation  impacts.  See  our  response  to  Comment  234-42. 

234-52 

We  agree  that  the  subsistence  data  presented  in  the  Draft  SEIS  was  not  complete.  For  our 
final  subsistence  analysis,  see  the  Final  SEIS,  which  includes  response  to  public  comments  and 
Subsistence  Hearings.  Also  see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 
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234-53 

Our  discussion  of  transportation  is  not  intended  to  provide  information  on  impacts  to  other 
disciplines  from  roads.  Rather,  it  is  intended  to  provide  a picture  of  the  anticipated 
transportation  system  in  2011.  For  a discussion  of  the  impacts  of  projected  2011  harvest 
levels  and  transportation  facilities,  see  the  discussions  in  Chapter  4 for  each  resource  affected. 
Also  see  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  information  on  recreation,  wildlife,  and  subsistence. 


234-54 

We  disagree  that  our  wildlife  impact  analysis  is  not  site  specific.  Please  see  Chapter  4,  Table 
4-26,  which  projects  the  amount  of  wildlife  habitat,  by  type  and  VCU,  expected  to  remain 
after  2011.  On  pages  4-50  and  4-51,  there  is  a narrative  description  of  the  long-term 
foreseeable  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat,  with  high-  and  low-end  VCU  percentages. 
Assumptions  used  in  the  habitat  analysis  are  documented  in  the  MELP  data  base,  which  is 
contained  in  the  Planning  Record. 

The  projections  on  which  long-term  cumulative  effects  are  based  do  not  rely  on  known 
harvest  units  or  roads,  but  the  long-term  vision  of  the  Forest  Plan.  Site-specific  impacts  will 
not  be  available  on  long-term  projections  until  release  of  the  NEPA  document  which  proposes 
their  actual  siting.  In  order  to  reduce  the  apparent  confusion  over  impacts  of  proposed 
actions  (the  first  part  of  Chapter  4)  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  impacts  (latter 
half  of  Chapter  4),  the  differentiation  will  be  made  clearer  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

234-55 

We  do  not  rely  on  "untested  mitigation  measures",  but  on  established  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  prescriptions  and  Best  Management  practices  to  assure  little  or  no  potential 
impact.  Chapter  4 Tables  4-27  and  4-28,  show  site-specific  impacts  on  watersheds.  We  also 
disagree  with  your  statement  that  "major  amounts"  of  each  project  area  VCU  will  be 
harvested,  as  no  VCU  on  National  Forest  land  is  projected  to  be  harvested  by  more  that  13.2 
percent  (Table  4-28).  Assumptions  used  in  the  habitat  analysis  are  documented  in  the  MELP 
data  base,  which  is  contained  in  the  Planning  Record. 

For  general  information  on  the  site-specificity  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  long-term 
analyses,  see  our  response  to  Comment  234-54. 

234-56 

We  believe  that  recreation  opportunity,  not  recreation  use,  is  the  appropriate  predictor  of 
impacts  for  recreation  resources  for  this  project.  Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  234- 
42. 
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234-57 

We  do  not  state  that  we  have  "no  information"  on  cultural  resources.  On  the  contrary;  as 
shown  in  the  Draft  SEIS  on  pages  4-32  and  4-33,  numerous  studies  have  been  done  on 
cultural  resources.  Also  refer  to  our  response  to  Comment  234-43. 

234-58 

We  disagree  that  the  DSEIS  for  Analysis  Area  2 does  not  provide  information  on  subsistence 
uses  for  the  VCUs.  See  Chapter  3,  pages  3-72  to  3-76.  Future  subsistence  uses  and  the 
proposed  alternatives’  impacts  upon  various  aspects  of  subsistence  use  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  4,  pages  4-38  to  4-40.  Potential  foreseeable  long-term  effects  on  subsistence  use 
are  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  pages  4-63  to  4-66.  This  analysis  also  specifically  addresses  the 
potential  long-term  effects  of  logging  and  road  building  on  these  uses  (see  page  4-64).  Also 
see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

The  potential  impacts  of  logging  on  subsistence  resources  such  as  wildlife  and  fish  are 
discussed  in  the  wildlife  analyses  in  Chapter  4,  as  well  as  in  the  Chapter  4 section  entitled 
"Reasonably  Foreseeable,  Long-term,  and  Cumulative  Effects". 

Please  see  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  for  our  final  analyses  on  subsistence  and  wildlife  resources, 
considering  results  of  public  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  subsistence  hearings. 

234-59 

The  Forest  Service  believes  that  Unit  Cards,  together  with  maps  and  the  SEIS,  text  provide 
adequate  site-specific  analysis.  In  response  to  public  comment,  we  have  included  all  of  the 
Unit  Cards  in  the  Final  SEIS.  See  the  ROD  "Implementation  Monitoring"  and  "Process  for 
Change"  sections  and  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process,  for  information  on  NEPA 
requirements  for  post-ROD  changes.  Also  see  our  response  to  Comments  234-5  and  234-9. 

Unit  Cards  do  not  provide  information  on  long-term  and  cumulative  impacts.  For  general 
information  on  the  site-specificity  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  long-term  analyses,  see  our 
response  to  Comment  234-54. 

234-60 

We  believe  that  the  Unit  Cards  are  an  appropriate  means  of  displaying  unit-specific 
information  in  the  SEIS.  Publication  of  the  Unit  Cards  in  the  SEIS  fully  incorporates  them 
in  the  NEPA  process.  Further  post-ROD  unit  changes  are  also  subject  to  NEPA.  For  an 
explanation,  see  our  response  to  Comments  234-5,  234-9  and  234-59. 
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234-61 

We  do  not  agree  that  Appendix  A-4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  should  contain  a full  set  of  the  Hanlon 
v.  Barton  affidavits,  as  this  Appendix  was  used  as  support  for  information  on  economics,  not 
on  the  court  case.  In  this  Appendix,  in  pages  A-29  through  A-40,  for  example,  is 
information  on  the  industry’s  level  of  investment,  on  the  wages  supplied  to  the  Hoonah 
community  through  logging,  and  on  the  potential  losses  which  would  occur  if  Wrangell  Forest 
Products  or  the  APC  mill  were  to  shut  down.  Nevertheless,  in  response  to  the  perception  that 
this  Appendix  gives  an  unbalanced  view,  we  are  excluding  it  from  the  Final  SEIS.  All  of  the 
court  documents,  however,  will  remain  as  part  of  the  Planning  Record. 

234-62 

Appendix  B-l  was  not  intended  to  provide  our  complete  response  to  comments  on  the  Phase 

I Draft  SEIS.  The  Phase  I Final  SEIS  is  the  appropriate  place  for  a full  response  to  comments 
on  the  Phase  I Draft  SEIS  and  this  is  provided  in  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume 
II,  C.  In  Appendix  B-l  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  we  provided  response  to  comments  on  the 
Phase  I Document  that  would  help  the  reader  better  understand  the  organization  of  the  Phase 

II  document. 

For  information  on  why  units  were  not  further  concentrated  in  already  roaded  areas,  see  our 
response  to  Comment  234-16. 

234-63 

We  did  not  consider  H.R.  987  in  the  Draft  SEIS  because  the  bill  had  not  passed  at  the  time 
that  the  Draft  SEIS  was  being  prepared.  This  bill  still  has  not  passed  the  Senate  or  been 
reviewed  by  the  President.  The  bill  may  either  change  substantially  before  passage,  or  it  may 
not  be  enacted  at  all.  For  our  response  to  the  bill  in  relation  to  the  SEIS,  see  Theme  Response 
2. 

As  stated  in  Chapter  1,  Purpose  & Need,  the  purpose  of  the  SEIS  is  to  evaluate  the 
environmental  effects  of  implementing  proposed  alternatives  that  satisfy  the  existing  APC 
contractual  agreement.  The  No  Action  - Current  Direction  and  No  Further  Harvest 
Alternative  evaluation  provides  information  on  the  potential  effects  of  H.R.  987. 

234-64 

Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  230-30. 

234-65 

In  response  to  public  comment,  we  are  including  additional  information  on  the  wildlife 
models  used  for  the  SEIS.  Please  see  Theme  Response  9.  Much  of  the  data  is  printed  on  a 
series  of  computer  printouts  which  are  available  as  part  of  the  Planning  Record,  but  which 
were  too  voluminous  to  be  included  in  the  SEIS. 
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234-66 

We  disagree  that  the  public  involvement  for  the  SEIS  has  been  legally  inadequate.  Please  see 
Theme  Response  1:  Public  Involvement.  Numerous  opportunities  for  comment  and 
participation  were  provided  through  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  the  Open  House  sessions  which 
preceded  each  hearing,  and  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  SEIS.  Those  unable  to 
attend  the  Subsistence  Hearings  were  invited  to  submit  a written  response,  in  person  or  by 
mail,  or  have  someone  take  their  place  at  the  Hearings.  Each  of  these  processes  provided 
meaningful  opportunity  for  information  and  involvement. 

234-67 

We  disagree  that  an  inadequate  range  of  alternatives  were  evaluated.  As  stated  in  the  Draft 
SEIS,  the  Purpose  and  Need  for  this  project  EIS  was  to  evaluate  the  environmental  effects  of 
proposed  actions,  while  satisfying  the  APC  contract.  Council  of  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  Guidelines  allow  the  lead  agency  to  determine  the  purpose  and  need  the  EIS.  In  regard 
to  range  of  alternatives,  see  DSEIS  Appendix  B-3,  Concerns  1-4  (Analysis  Area  3). 

234-68 

The  SEIS  text  describes  the  location  of  Log  Transfer  Facilities.  Detailed  information  on  LTFs 
can  be  found  in  the  Planning  Record,  including  the  map  "Southeast  Alaska  Tideland  Locations 
for  Log  Transfer  and  Storage  (Faris  and  Vaughn,  1984). 

234-69 

Carryover  and  approved  units  were  identified  on  the  Errata  sheet  that  followed  the  Draft 
SEIS.  Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  234-27. 

234-70 

Alternatives  were  considered  which  maximized  the  harvest  along  existing  roads  to  the  extend 
possible  under  policy  of  the  Alaska  Regional  Guide.  Please  see  our  response  to  Comment 
234-35. 

234-71 

Chapter  2,  Comparison  of  Impacts,  presents  our  evaluation  of  the  trade-offs,  including 
benefits  and  impacts,  among  the  alternatives.  The  information  in  this  portion  of  Chapter  2 
is  not  intended  to  present  all  information  of  impacts  that  are  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  but  a 
summary  comparison  of  all  alternatives  together.  Please  note  that  Alternative  3 was  not 
selected,  but  was  tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred  alternative.  The  actual  selection  of 
an  alternative  will  take  place  in  the  ROD. 

234-72 

Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  234-2  concerning  why  our  brown  bear  analysis  was  only 
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conducted  for  Analysis  Area  3. 

234-73 

In  response  to  the  comment  that  wildlife  and  fisheries  analyses  are  not  site  specific,  please 
see  our  response  to  Comment  234-46.  The  same  detailed  information  on  wildlife  and  wildlife 
habitat  is  included  for  Analysis  Area  3 in  Chapter  4.  On  pages  4-50  and  4-51,  information 
on  miles  of  Class  I and  II  streams,  including  the  percent  harvest,  are  presented  for  each  VCU. 
More  detailed  information  is  found  in  the  Unit  Card. 

234-74 

We  disagree  that  our  recreation  analysis  is  "meaningless".  Please  see  our  response  to  Comment 
234-42.  The  same  information  on  recreation  is  included  for  Analysis  Area  3 in  Chapter  3. 

234-75 

We  disagree  that  the  DSEIS  presents  too  little  information  on  the  existing  use  of  each  VCU 
for  subsistence.  Figure  3-18  shows  the  subsistence  resources  used  by  VCU.  In  addition, 
Figures  3-19  through  3-22  and  Tables  3-29  through  3-31  provide  information  on  which 
subsistence  communities  use  various  resources  and  their  level  of  use.  For  additional  general 
information  on  subsistence  use,  see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

234-76 

The  meaning  of  acres  and  percent  "remaining"  in  the  wildlife  tables  is  explained  in  the  text 
preceding  each  Table.  For  example,  in  the  text  preceding  Table  4-7,  it  explains  that  the  table 
refers  to  forested  habitat  remaining  at  the  end  of  the  harvest  proposed  and  approved  through 
December  of  1990. 

234-77 

We  believe  that  the  information  presented  in  Table  4-18  and  the  accompanying  text 
adequately  summarize  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  on  brown  bear  habitat.  The  Forest 
Service  is  responsible  for  managing  the  Forest  for  brown  bear  habitat.  ADF&G  is  responsible 
for  managing  the  brown  bear  population.  The  decline  in  brown  bear  numbers  can  only 
partially  be  attributed  to  the  loss  of  habitat.  Mitigation  measures  have  been  prescribed  on  a 
unit-by-unit  basis  on  the  Unit  Cards.  Both  seasonal  and  longer-term  road  closures  may  be 
used  to  mitigate  effects  on  the  brown  bear.  The  Forest  Service  also  upholds  regulations 
enf orced  by  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  concerning  incineration  and  off- 
site transfer  of  garbage  from  logging  camps.  Due  to  public  response,  additional  information 
has  been  provided  on  the  brown  bear  in  the  Final  SEIS  and  in  Theme  Response  3. 

234-78 

The  comment  that  "6  to  10  percent  impact  in  just  two  seasons  translates  into  an  enormous 
impact"  is  overstated.  The  6 to  10  percent  reduction  cited  is  based  on  the  1961  population. 
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which  was  used  as  a baseline  from  which  to  track  reductions.  In  Chapter  4,  page  25,  Table 
4-16  shows  that  the  potential  reduction  in  deer  under  the  action  alternative  would  range  from 
1.4  to  3.3  percent.  Table  4-18  shows  a reduction  of  2.3  to  5.4  percent  for  brown  bear  and 
Table  4-20  shows  a reduction  of  1.5  to  3.5  for  pine  marten  under  the  action  alternatives. 
These  potential  reductions  are  not  considered  significant. 

Impacts  for  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  are  discussed  in  the  latter  half  of  Chapter  4. 
In  Chapter  4,  Figure  4-2  indicates  the  incremental  reductions  over  5 time  periods,  and  within 
three  ownerships.  Mitigation  measures  for  assuring  population  viability  are  shown  in  the 
Unit  Cards  (Appendix  A-l,  Final  SEIS). 

234-79 

We  disagree  strongly  that  our  subsistence  analysis  falls  short  of  NEPA  or  ANILCA 
requirements.  The  Final  SEIS  and  ROD  complete  all  of  our  procedural  obligations  under 
ANILCA.  ANILCA  establishes  procedures  for  resolving  conflicts  between  subsistence  and 
other  resource  uses,  but  does  not  establish  subsistence  as  a priority  use  whose  protection 
overrides  all  other  uses.  Please  also  see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence,  and  the  revised  Final 
SEIS  text,  which  includes  response  to  public  comment  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings. 

234-80 

By  2011,  timber  harvest  activities  are  expected  to  result  in  a 2 to  28  percent  reduction  in 
brown  bear  habitat  in  most  VCUs  in  Analysis  Area  3.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  road 
closures  and  other  mitigation  measures  are  expected  to  result  in  long-term  improvement.  We 
have  provided  additional  general  information  on  brown  bear  viability  in  Theme  Response  3. 


234-81 

Alternatives  were  considered  which  maximized  the  harvest  along  existing  roads  to  the  extend 
possible  under  policy  of  the  Alaska  Regional  Guide.  Please  see  our  response  to  Comment 
234-35,  which  also  applies  to  Analysis  Area  6. 

234-82 

The  comment  indicates  that  Table  2-7  has  not  been  interpreted  correctly.  It  identifies  the 
effect  on  deer  winter  range  in  relation  to  the  data  given  in  Table  4-4,  Chapter  4.  As  Table 
4-4  shows,  no  harvest  of  deer  winter  range  is  proposed  for  Alternatives  1,  4,  or  6. 

234-83 

In  response  to  the  comment  that  wildlife  and  fisheries  analyses  are  not  site  specific,  please 
see  our  response  to  Comment  234-46.  The  same  detailed  information  on  wildlife  and  wildlife 
habitat  is  included  for  Analysis  Area  6 in  Chapter  4.  On  pages  21  through  27  of  the  Draft 
SEIS  (Analysis  Area  6),  information  on  miles  of  Class  I and  II  streams,  including  the  percent 
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harvest,  are  presented  for  each  VCU.  More  detailed  information  can  be  found  in  the  Unit 
Card. 

234-84 

Based  on  public  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  at  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  we  have 
provided  additional  information  in  the  Wildlife  and  Subsistence  sections  of  the  Final  SEIS. 
Also  see  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  and  Theme  Response '5:  Subsistence,  for 
additional  general  information  on  these  topics. 

234-85 

We  disagree  that  the  wildlife  analysis  fails  to  describe  site-specific  impacts.  Please  see  our 
response  to  Comment  234-46,  pertaining  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  analysis.  This  same 
information  is  included  for  Analysis  Area  6 in  Chapter  4. 

234-86 

Bear  viability  was  not  an  issue  of  concern  in  Analysis  Area  6 when  the  Draft  SEIS  was  being 
prepared.  The  Final  SEIS  will  include  this  information  for  Analysis  Area  6.  Road 
management  options  pertaining  to  bear  viability  will  also  be  included. 

234-87 

Again,  we  believe  the  discussion  of  wildlife  and  fisheries  impacts  is  specific.  Please  see 
Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity. 

234-88 

We  disagree  that  we  ignored  subsistence  impacts  associated  with  re-opening  the  Corner  Bay 
and  False  Island  logging  camps.  On  page  46  of  Chapter  4,  we  acknowledge  an  increase  in 
competition  for  wildlife  resources  by  residents  of  the  False  Island  logging  camp.  On  page  49, 
we  acknowledge  the  potential  for  increased  competition  for  use  of  salmon  from  residents  of 
False  Island  and  Corner  Bay  logging  camps.  These  findings  were  preliminary  pending  public 
comment  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  Please  see  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  information 
on  impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  subsistence  use.  Also  see  Theme  Response  5 for  additional 
general  information  on  subsistence. 

234-89 

We  have  evaluated  site-specific  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  to  the  extent  possible, 
considering  long-term  activities  are  not  yet  planned  on  a site  specific  basis.  Our  impact 
analysis  of  the  alternatives  considers  past  harvest,  and  therefore  considers  cumulative  impacts. 
Please  see  our  response  to  Comments  234-40  and  234-54.  This  same  information  is  included 
for  Analysis  Area  6 in  Chapter  4. 
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234-90 

We  believe  our  range  of  alternatives  was  adequate  to  meet  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  the  SEIS 
(Chapter  1).  See  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process,  and  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix, 
Volume  III,  F for  further  discussion  on  our  range  of  alternatives.  Please  see  our  response  to 
Comment  234-35,  pertaining  to  the  Regional  Guidelines  on  unit  dispersion.  This  response 
also  applies  to  Analysis  Area  12. 

234-91 

We  disagree  that  the  document  does  not  provide  a definition  for  deer  winter  range.  In 
Chapter  3,  pages  21  and  23,  we  describe  deer  winter  range  as  one  habitat  type  used  by  the 
Sitka  black-tailed  deer.  In  Chapter  2,  Table  2-5  , we  refer  to  deer  winter  range  (307  acres). 
In  Chapter  4,  Table  4-2,  we  refer  to  forested  habitat  (2,965  acres).  Our  summary  of  deer 
winter  range  acreages  is  based  upon  mapped  inventory  data  which  is  part  of  the  Planning 
Record.  This  data  is  also  available  in  the  1986-90  FEIS  (Appendix  3,  page  GL-2). 

234-92 

We  agree  that  the  section  about  congressional  action  needs  to  be  updated  to  reflect  the  content 
of  H.R.  987  and  S.B.  346.  Please  see  the  Final  SEIS  and  Theme  Response  2:  H.R.  987. 

234-93 

The  risks  associated  with  blowdown  and  salvage  operations  were  addressed  in  previous  EISs. 
Both  the  APC  1976-81  FEIS  (pages  110  and  130),  and  the  APC  1981-86  FEIS  (page  53), 
acknowledged  that  blowdown  would  occur  and  that  salvage  of  this  timber  would  have  high 
priority. 

234-94 

We  disagree  that  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  analysis  does  not  include  enough  site-specific 
information  to  meet  NEPA  requirements.  NEPA  does  not  have  standards  on  the  degree  of 
site  specificity  required,  but  we  believe  our  discussion  provides  adequate  site-specific 
information.  Chapter  3,  pages  28  through  30  discuss  deer  habitat  capability  and  predation. 
The  effects  of  timber  harvest  on  deer  habitat  capability  is  discussed  the  DSEIS  in  Appendix 
C-5,  "Wildlife  Habitat  Model  Description  and  Evaluation". 


234-95 

A new  black  bear  model  has  been  developed  for  the  TLMP  revision.  The  data  to  run  this 
model,  however,  is  not  yet  available.  Nevertheless,  we  have  considered  potential  impacts  to 
black  bears  in  the  FSEIS. 
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An  explanation  of  the  wildlife  models  was  provided  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  Appendix  C-5 
(Analysis  Area  12).  In  response  to  public  comments,  we  have  provided  additional  information 
on  the  models,  including  data  and  assumptions.  See  the  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix, 
Volume  II,  E. 

234-96 

We  have  evaluated  site-specific  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  to  the  extent  possible, 
considering  long-term  activities  are  not  yet  planned  on  a site  specific  basis.  Our  impact 
analysis  of  the  alternatives  considers  past  harvest,  and  therefore  considers  cumulative  impacts. 
Please  see  our  response  to  Comments  234-40  and  234-54.  This  same  information  is  included 
for  Analysis  Area  12  in  Chapter  4. 


001 -3619-020\sierra.rsp 


#234 


AUG  16  1939 

forest  service 

JUNEAU,  ALASKA 
TIMBER  W5GMT. 


SIERRA  CLUB 
LEGAL  DEFENSE  FUND,  INC. 


Sunrise,  Mt.  McKinley  Ansel  Adams  3^5  4^1  Street 

ALASKA  OFFICE 


Juneau,  Alaska  99801 

August  15,  1989 


(907) 586-275 1 
FAX  (907)463-5891 


Lauri  J.  Adams 
Eric  P.  Jorgensen 
Stiff  Attorneys 

Stewart  Elgie 
Let w Associate 

Other  Offices 


Michael  A.  Barton,  Regional  Forester 
Alaska  Region,  U.S.  Forest  Service 
Box  021628 

Juneau,  Alaska  99802-1628 


SAN  FRANCISCO  OFFICE 

2044  Fillmore  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 5 
(415)  567-6100 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  OFFICE 


Re:  Comments  on  the  DSEIS  (Phase  II) 

Volumes  AA-2,  AA-3,  AA-6  and  AA-12 

Dear  Mike: 


1600  Broadway  St. 

Suite  1600 
Denver,  CO  80202 
(303)  863-9898 

WASHINGTON,  DC  OFFICE 

1531  P Street,  N.W. 
Suite  200 

Washington,  DC  2000$ 
(202)  667-4500 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  offer  comments  to  Phase  II  of  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the  Alaska  Pulp 
Company  operations  up  to  December  31,  1990.  We  offer  these  comments  on  behalf 
of  our  clients  in  the  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtricht  case,  which  include  the 
Southeast  Alaska  Conservation  Council  (SEACC),  the  Sierra  Club,  the  Wilderness 
Society,  and  the  City  of  Tenakee  Springs,  as  well  as  the  Appellants  in  the  SEACC 
appeal  of  the  1986-90  Operating  Plan.  They  supplement  and  incorporate  our 
earlier  comments  on  the  Phase  I DSEIS. 
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GENERAL  COMMENTS 

As  our  previous  comments  (October  24,  1988)  made  clear,  we  find  that  the 
Forest  Service's  decision  to  segment  its  analysis  into  two  phases  has  created 
significant  problems  in  our  review  of  the  DSEIS.  Moreover,  major  flaws  in  the 
Phase  I draft  document  have  not  been  eliminated  by  the  Phase  II  documents;  these 
purportedly  site-specific  documents  suffer  greatly  from  the  shaky  foundation  laid 
in  Phase  I.  The  artificially  narrow  constraints  set  in  the  Phase  I document  limit 
the  alternatives  available  in  Phase  II,  which  in  turn  forces  Phase  II  to  recommend 
ill-advised  decisions,  including  heavy  roading  and  logging  in  areas  Congress  is 
considering  for  wilderness  status  and  additional  impacts  to  subsistence  use  areas 
near  Hoonah,  Tenakee  Springs,  Angoon,  Kake,  Elfin  Cove  and  Sitka. 


Thus,  the  choices  made  in  the  Phase  I document  preordained  the  selection 
of  where  and  how  intensively  to  propose  logging  in  Phase  II.  The  constraints  of 
the  APC  contract  needlessly  limited  ail  alternatives.  Large  areas,  such  as  Rodman 
Bay,  have  been  eliminated  from  any  analysis  even  though  they  alone  could  provide 
enough  timber  from  existing  road  systems  to  contribute  the  bulk  of  APCs  timber 
requirements.  Alternatives  which  meet  APCs  actual  timber  needs  either  from  areas 
outside  the  contract  area  or  with  non-National  Forest  supplies  were  ignored. 
Alternatives  which  would  log  only  in  the  previously  roaded  portions  of  the  analysis 
areas  studied  (AA-2,  AA-3,  AA-6  and  AA-12)  were  also  ignored.  Every  action 
alternative  identified  as  "preferred"  by  the  Phase  II  document  involves  logging  in 
previously  pristine  areas,  extensive  additional  road  construction,  logging  camp  and 
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log  dump  refurbishing,  and  other  new  intensive  logging-related  developments.  Indeed,  the  Forest 
Service  has  so  constrained  itself  in  Phase  I that  it  claims  it  must  log  heavily  in  key  subsistence  use 
areas,  and  log  Mud  Bay  and  Trap  Bay  and  finish  the  Kadashan  Road  --  thus  violating  the 
integrity  of  three  areas  which  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  voted  overwhelmingly  to  protect 
as  wilderness  just  one  month  ago. 

Bifurcating  the  DSEIS  analysis  has  not  achieved  its  apparent  intention.  None  of  the 
Analysis  Area  documents  presented  in  Phase  II  of  the  DSEIS  process  meets  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requirements  for  a site-specific  EIS.  In  the  Kadashan  case, 
City  of  Tenakee  Serines  and  SEACC  v.  Block  (Tenakee  I"),  and  the  Game  Creek  case,  City  of 
Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtricht  (Tenakee  IF),  the  courts  found  that  site-specific  detail  was  lacking 
from  the  broadly-scoped  five  year  operating  plan  for  1981-1986  operations.  In  the  1986-90  EIS, 
this  problem  was  repeated.  In  particular,  both  EIS’s  failed  to  provide  adequate  information 
correlating  environmental  factors  with  alternative  road  and  harvest  configurations  in  each  discrete 
area.  The  Phase  n documents  compound  this  flaw  both  by  failing  again  to  provide  or  correlate 
site-specific  environmental  information  for  each  VCU  with  alternatives,  and  also  by  failing  to 
provide  a range  of  alternative  harvest  and  road  configurations  for  each  VCU. 

The  information  provided  by  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  regarding  the  resource  values  of  each  area 
is  extremely  limited,  especially  in  the  case  of  wildlife,  fisheries  and  subsistence  resources.  The 
Phase  II  documents  also  completely  fail  to  discuss  the  problems  associated  with  location  of 
individual  clearcut  units  and  roads  in  each  VCU.  This  latter  failure  insures  that  the  Phase  n 
documents  cannot  suffice  as  final  project  level  approval  documents  for  NEPA  purposes.  Key 
decisions  and  information  remain  uncollected,  unknown,  and  deferred  to  later  field-level  decisions 
which  will  be  subjected  to  a rigorous  NEPA  analysis. 

A basic  lack  of  field  data  hampers  all  planning  efforts  in  the  A PC  contract  area.  The 
Phase  II  DSEIS  is  no  exception.  The  graphs  and  tables  in  the  DSEIS  are  not  site-spec ifii  and 
cannot  substitute  for  actual  descriptive  information  on  the  site-specific  attributes  of  each  VCU 
and  the  expected  impacts  on  those  areas  resulting  from  the  proposed  action.  The  wildlife, 
fisheries,  subsistence,  recreation  and  cultural  resource  descriptions  in  each  Phase  II  volume  are 
hopelessly  general,  limited  to  broad  statements  unrelated  to  the  unique  attributes  of  each  VCU. 
Little  or  no  actual  data  is  presented  about  wildlife  populations  and  human  use  (such  as 
subsistence),  or  the  sensitivity  of  these  values  to  logging-related  impacts.  Extrapolations  based  on 
unstated  assumptions  take  the  place  of  resource  assessments.  Field  reconnaissance,  according  to 
the  cultural  resource  assessment,  for  example,  was  not  done  because  it  was  considered  to  be 
expensive  and  impractical.  However,  the  applicable  statutes  require  the  gathering  of  sufficient 
field  data  in  order  to  make  informed  decisions.  NEPA,  for  example,  specifically  provides  that 
where  important  information  on  impacts  is  missing  or  incomplete,  the  Forest  Service  must  gather 
that  information. 

If  the  agency  establishes  that  the  costs  of  acquiring  the  information  are  exorbitant,  then 
it  must  still  forecast  potential  adverse  impacts.  Since  this  supplement  augments  EISs  which  were 
commenced  before  May  27,  1986,  a worst  case  analysis  must  be  prepared.  For  EISs  commenced 
after  this  date,  a forecast  of  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  impacts  must  be  completed. 
40  C.F.R.  § 1502.22.  In  this  SEIS  the  Forest  Service  has  neither  attempted  to  gather  missing 
information,  nor  prepared  the  required  worst  case  analysis. 

The  wildlife  and  fisheries  assessments  also  suffer  greatly  in  that  they  ignore  the  well-stated 
criticisms  of  other  experts.  Though  NEPA  requires  presentation  of  and  response  to  the  opposing 
viewpoints  of  experts,  the  extensive  comments  made  previously  by  the  Wildlife  Society  and  the 
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Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  have  not  been  responded  to  by  the  Forest  Service  experts 
whose  opinions  were  challenged. 

For  example,  the  Forest  Service  has  yet  to  respond  to  serious  criticisms  of  its  use  of 
wildlife  impacts  modeling  to  take  the  place  of  actual  field  data  and  observations.  While  wildlife 
impact  models  can  sometimes  be  a useful  tool,  the  Wildlife  Society  and  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G)  have  repeatedly  questioned  the  assumptions  upon  which  the  Forest 
Service  models  are  based.  Deer  winter  range  definitions  employed  in  the  1986-90  EIS  models  did 
not  accurately  reflect  the  criteria  generally  accepted  in  the  field  of  wildlife  biology.  Portions  of 
this  old  definition  remain  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  and  are  displayed  alongside  data  derived  using 
an  updated  definition.  At  best,  the  result  is  confusion;  at  worst  the  public  is  being  misled  by  the 
presentation  of  inaccurate  data  that  tends  to  paint  too  rosy  a picture  of  the  potential  impacts. 

Even  the  newer  wildlife  impacts  models  are  used  poorly.  Most  of  the  best  data  is  buried 
in  tables  which  lack  accompanying  explanatory  narrative  or  contextual  background.  The  models 
are  not  uniformly  applied  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes,  either.  Most  notably,  the  AA-6 
document  avoids  modeling  impacts  to  brown  bear,  even  though  it  proposes  extensive  logging  and 
roading  and  logging  camp  occupancy  in  prime  bear  habitat  --including  Kadashan. 

At  any  rate,  models  alone  cannot  suffice  to  describe  the  site-specific  impacts  of  the  various 
alternatives  presented.  Actual  field  data  is  required  to  accurately  assess  these  impacts.  NEPA 
requires  the  Forest  Service  to  obtain  and  present  this  critical  data,  without  which  full  disclosure 
of  impacts  is  impossible. 

Another  similar  failure  to  respond  to  and  present  the  opposing  views  of  experts  can  be 
seen  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  sections  discussing  impacts  to  fisheries  resources.  In  stark  contrast  to 
the  Ketchikan  Pulp  Company  1989-94  Operating  Plan  EIS,  the  DSEIS  completely  fails  to  discuss 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  policy  statement  on  riparian  habitat  management 
— a policy  that  contradicts  the  Forest  Service's  assumptions  about  the  desirability  of  partial 
logging  along  streambanks.  The  Forest  Service  should  propose  to  adopt  this  management  strategy 
fully  in  at  least  one  of  its  alternatives  in  order  to  protect  fisheries.  Furthermore,  the  DSEIS  must 
explain  the  differences  between  the  Forest  Service’s  habitat  management  prescriptions  and  the 
NMFS  policy,  and  explain  which  provides  more  effective  riparian  habitat  protection. 

As  with  the  wildlife  impacts  analysis,  actual  data  on  fisheries  resources  cannot  be  found 
in  the  DSEIS,  either  on  an  area-wide  basis  or  for  individual  VCUs.  It  is  impossible  to  assess 
the  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  without  even  having  individual  stream  survey  information 
available  to  describe  the  site-specific  conditions  in  each  area  which  would  be  affected  to  a lesser 
or  greater  degree  by  alternative  field  layouts  for  various  roads  and  clearcut  units. 

The  appendices  to  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes  do  include  so-called  "Unit  Cards”  which 
purport  to  adjust  clearcut  unit  locations.  A close  examination  of  these  cards,  however,  reveals 
that  they  are  only  draft  cards,  not  yet  checked  in  the  field,  and  which  contain  little  or  no 
site-specific  data.  Moreover,  the  completion  of  these  unit  cards  and  changes  to  the  clearcut 
layouts  which  occur  after  the  conclusion  of  this  NEPA  review  cannot  suffice  to  replace  the  pre- 
decisional  analyses  required  at  this  stage  in  the  EIS  process.  These  are  problems  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  Tenakee  Springs  II  case  pointed  out  in  their  court  papers,  and  the  Forest  Service  still  has 
done  nothing  to  correct  the  deficiencies. 

The  lack  of  site-specific  data  is  also  a major  deficiency  of  the  subsistence  impact  analyses 
in  the  various  volumes  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS.  Nothing  in  these  analyses  attempts  to  quantify 
human  use  of  the  various  VCUs  involved,  the  relative  importance  of  each  area  for  each 
community,  the  site-specific  impacts  and  effects  on  these  uses  that  can  be  expected  from  the 
various  alternatives,  and  the  long-term  prognosis  for  continued  availability  and  use  of  subsistence 
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resources  in  each  VCU.  There  is  not  even  mapping  of  affected  subsistence  use  areas  presented. 
Moreover,  the  SEIS’s  conclusions  that  subsistence  use  would  not  be  affected  are  consistently 
unsupported.  Indeed,  the  lack  of  baseline  information  renders  the  entire  subsistence  analysis  more 
like  a programmatic  study  than  a project  approval-level  analysis.  This  does  not  answer  the 
concerns  of  the  subsistence  users  who  are  members  of  the  plaintiffs'  organizations  and  does  not 
meet  the  mandates  of  Section  810  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act 
(ANILCA)  or  NEPA. 

Key  baseline  data  is  also  missing  in  the  recreation  use  impacts  analyses.  The  discussion 
of  benefits  of  changes  from  primitive  to  "roaded  recreation"  in  each  VCU  does  not  answer  the 
greater  question  of  what  demand  exists  for  such  developed  recreation  uses  or  what  the  negative 
impacts  on  other  types  of  recreational  use  will  be.  We  believe  demand  for  new  roads  in  the  APC 
area  for  recreation  purposes  is  virtually  non-existent.  There  are  already  more  than  enough  roads 
to  meet  the  demand  for  such  recreation.  The  Forest  Service  ignores  the  fact  in  the  DSEIS  that 
its  roadbuilding  program  will  displace  many  recreationists  who  currently  enjoy  the  primitive  nature 
of  some  rapidly  shrinking  roadless  parts  of  the  APC  contract  area. 

The  greater  issue  of  the  primary  and  secondary-  impacts  of  road  systems,  and  their  use,  on 
wildlife,  fisheries,  subsistence  and  other  resources  has  long  been  a Forest  Service  blind  spot. 
Unable,  or  unwilling,  to  acknowledge  the  disfavor  of  many  bush  residents  for  new  roads,  the 
DSEIS  does  not  disclose  the  impacts  of  alternative  road  or  logging  camp  locations  in  each  VCU 
adequately.  In  particular,  the  DSEIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  impacts  from  erosion  and 
mass  wasting,  noise  and  disturbance,  or  increased  and  different  kinds  of  use  (i.e.,  non-resident 
hunters)  which  results  from  constructing  roads  into  previously  inaccessible  places. 

One  of  the  most  glaring  deficiencies  in  the  DSEIS  is  its  failure  to  discuss  site-specific 
mitigation  tailored  to  various  alternatives  and  local  conditions.  In  each  VCU,  and  in  fact  for  each 
clearcut  unit,  different  mitigation  or  monitoring  methods  may  be  useful,  but  the  DSEIS  treats 
them  all  generically,  without  paying  any  real  attention  to  the  site-specific  differences  so  essential 
to  effective  mitigation.  A general  reference  to  "Best  Management  Practices"  or  "Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  Units"  does  not  assure  that  such  methods  will  be  applied  appropriately  on  a site- 
specific  basis,  or  applied  effectively.  Previous  studies  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  document  that  many  of  the  general  mitigation  measures  mentioned  in  the  DSEIS  are 
ineffective,  inconsistently  applied,  and  incorrect  in  their  basic  assumptions.  These  studies  are  not 
even  discussed  in  the  DSEIS.  The  DSEIS  analysis  stops  short  with  the  assumption  that  general 
mitigation  measures  will  obviate  any  impacts.  No  disclosure  is  made  about  the  impacts  if 
mitigation  is  not  successful  on  a site-specific  basis. 

Because  of  these  and  other  failures,  it  appears  that  a number  of  laws  will  be  violated  by 
implementation  of  the  action  alternatives  identified  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes,  including 
NEPA,  ANILCA,  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  state  water  quality  (for  example,  standards  for 
sediment  and  turbidity,  and  anti-degradation  requirements)  and  fish  habitat  protection  laws  and 
regulations,  and  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA).  These  potential  violations  must 
be  disclosed  and  those  violations  must  be  corrected  in  the  final  SEIS. 

The  very  real  likelihood  that  Congress  may  soon  step  in  to  change  the  situation  on  the 
Tongass  with  legislation  is  all  but  ignored.  An  alternative  which  embodies  the  legislation  which 
recently  passed  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  should  at  least  be  considered  as  a reasonable 
alternative  at  this  stage.  The  Forest  Service’s  continued  adherence  to  constraints  which  the  courts 
in  Tenakee  Springs  I and  II  have  held  do  not  tie  its  hands  in  the  NEPA  process  sets  the  situation 
up  for  further  litigation  which  might  be  avoided  if  the  Forest  Service  would  look  again  at  its 
multiple  use  mandate  and  consider  alternatives  beyond  the  timber  harvest  locations  preferred  by 
APC. 
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234-11  Finally,  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  even  when  viewed  in  the  most  charitable  light,  is  a poorly 

organized,  haphazard  document  so  badly  drafted  as  to  be  essentially  unreadable.  It  relegates 
important  information  which  should  appear  in  the  body  of  the  DSEIS  to  "planning  record"  tables 
in  the  myriad  appendices  or  to  consideration  in  future  plans. 

In  summary,  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  continues  down  the  road  to  disaster  that  was  mapped  by 
Phase  I.  The  Forest  Service  has  not  responded  to  the  previously  expressed  public  concerns  in  any 
meaningful  way  and  we  request  that  both  our  Phase  I and  Phase  II  comments  be  responded  to  in 
the  Final  SEIS. 

234-13  We  continue  to  oppose  any  logging  in  any  area  either  under  consideration  by  Congress  as 

a potential  addition  to  the  wilderness  system  or  which  is  roadless  at  the  current  time.  We  continue 
to  oppose  additional  logging  in  high-value  subsistence  or  recreation  use  areas,  particularly  those 
which  have  not  yet  sustained  substantial  roading  or  logging.  We  continue  to  support  only  those 
alternatives  which  meet  APCs  reasonable  timber  supply  needs,  considering  actual  historical  use 
and  past  reliance  on  alternatives  sources,  while  protecting  all  the  other  needs  of  the  public.  We 
believe  that  an  alternative  which  obtains  all  of  APCs  timber  needs  from  the  existing  road  system 
should  be  considered  in  detail  in  the  DSEIS.  The  page-specific  comments  which  follow 
elaborate  on  these  general  comments  and  concentrate  on  the  AA-2  document.  Most  of  the 
comments,  however,  apply  equally  to  other  volumes  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  so  that  comments  given 
for  other  volumes  are  in  addition  to  and  incorporate  these  general  comments  and  the  AA-2 
comments. 


PAGE-SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 
DSEIS  II 

ANALYSIS  AREA  2 


p.Ui,  Abstract 

234-12  It  defies  logic  to  state  that  harvest  of  up  to  3,448  acres  in  this  area,  as  well  as  any 

reasonably  foreseeable  future  harvest  which  will  be  facilitated  by  initial  logging  entries  authorized 
here,  "would  have  no  impact  or  minimal  impacts"  on  the  environment.  The  NEPA  threshold  for 
significant  impact  is  far  less  than  this  level.  See,  e.g.,  Tenakee  II  at  8.  Similarly,  to  state  that 
none  of  the  alternatives  will  restrict  subsistence  use  also  ignores  the  facts.  This  area  is  heavily 
used  for  subsistence  by  residents  of  Hoonah,  Elfin  Cove,  Gustavus  and  Pelican.  The  SEIS  should 
consider  the  available  information  regarding  subsistence  dependence  and  uses  in  this  area  and  must 
make  the  findings  regarding  the  significance  of  the  restrictions  required  by  ANILCA  Title  VIII. 

pp.v-viii,  Summary 

We  note,  as  we  did  in  our  previous  comments,  that  contractual  commitments  are  not  a 
constraint  on  the  consideration  of  alternatives  (See  Hanlon  v.  Barton,  at  25-28),  but  this  SEIS 
continues  to  proceed  from  the  faulty  premise  that  the  alternatives  are  limited  to  those  which  meet 
APCs  contract  terms. 

Ch.l,  p.l 

This  document  not  only  builds  on,  but  must  also  correct,  the  deficiencies  in  the  previous 
EIS’s.  Tiering  and  supplementation  serve  different  purposes;  treating  these  methodologies  as 
equivalent  misleads  the  reader  into  believing  this  effort  represents  "finish  work"  rather  than 
remodeling  and  repair  work. 
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Ch.l,  pp. 11-12 

The  background  information  should  discuss  the  ongoing  administrative  appeals  challenging 
the  1986-1990  FEIS.  The  background  section  also  does  not  adequately  discuss  H.R.  987  and  S. 
346  — the  proposed  Tongass  reform  legislation.  H.R.  987  passed  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  July  13,  1989,  by  a vote  of  356-60.  This  bill  would  protect  portions  of  AA-2,  particularly 
Mud  Bay/Point  Adolphus,  as  ANILCA  wilderness.  It  appears  short-sighted  to  wait  to  "respond 
to  any  new  legislation  at  the  time  of  its  passage,"  as  the  DSEIS  II  explains  current  Forest  Service 
policy.  Given  the  long  lead  time  for  completing  this  SEIS  process,  and  the  conflicts  between 
Alternatives  2 and  3 and  H.R.  987  (or  S.346),  we  would  recommend  that'  the  AA-2  alternatives 
be  reformulated  to  recognize  that  Congressional  removal  of  Mud  Bay  from  the  timber  base  is  a 
reasonably  likely  scenario. 

Ch.l,  p.12 

AA-2  contains  250,000  acres  and  13  VClTs.  This  area  far  exceeds  any  manageable 
planning  unit  and  does  not  allow  for  site-specific  analysis  of  baseline  data,  impacts  of  alternatives, 
or  mitigation.  This  document  (and  the  other  AA  volumes)  repeat  many  of  the  errors  in  their  site- 
specific  analyses  of  impacts  that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  II  case  identified,  and 
should  be  rewritten  to  correct  those  deficiencies. 

Ch.l,  p.14 

The  concept  that  the  DEIS  II  "must  be  responsive  to  " ANILCA’s  "target"  of  4.5  billion 
board  feet  per  decade  harkens  back  to  arguments  discredited  in  Tenakee  I and  Tenakee  It  Sierra 
Club  v.  Blackwell.  J85-015CIV,  D. Alaska;  (Memorandum  and  Order,  August  26,  1985);  and  years 
of  Congressional  testimony.  The  Forest  Service  itself  has  rejected  a mandatory  interpretation  of 
ANILCA  section  705,  as  has  Congress,  by  programming  and  budgeting  varying  timber  harvest 
levels  since  1986. 

Ch.l,  pp.14-15,  Purpose  and  Need 

This  action  does  npl  require  the  Forest  Service  to  meet  APCs  contract  terms.  Such 
constraints  are  not  required  by  law.  Moreover,  the  DSEIS  provides  no  basis  for  determining  a 
reasonable  range  of  APCs  actual  timber  needs  over  the  period  in  question,  thus  failing  to 
adequately  consider  perhaps  the  most  relevant  factor  in  determining  what  action  to  take. 

Ch.l,  pp.15-16,  Public  Involvement 

This  document  fails  to  consider  the  extensive  comments  made  on  the  Phase  I DSEIS.  This 
issue  is  addressed  in  greater  detail  in  the  general  comments  section,  supra.  The  final  SEIS  must 
respond  to  all  the  concerns  raised  by  the  public  with  regard  to  both  phases  of  the  SEIS  process. 

Ch.l,  p.18,  Administrative  Appeals 

Issues  raised  in  the  pending  administrative  appeals  deserve  full  and  detailed  consideration 
in  the  SEIS,  but  do  not  receive  such  consideration.  On  the  contrary,  the  Forest  Service  continues, 
at  its  peril,  to  ignore  most  of  the  salient  issues,  particularly  the  continuing  lack  of  site-specific 
detail,  the  narrow  range  of  alternatives  examined,  and  the  quality  of  environmental  data  and 
analysis  employed.  The  criticisms  of  the  prior  EISs  raised  in  those  appeals  apply  equally  to  the 
SEIS  and  the  plaintiffs  therefore  incorporate  those  points  in  their  comments  here. 
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Ch.l,  p.19,  Issues  Outside  Scope 

This  section  continues  to  ignore  the  issue  of  whether  APCs  contractual  terms  may  limit 
the  selection  of  alternatives.  This  critical  issue  cannot  be  dismissed  as  outside  the  scope  of  the 
impact  statement.  Alternatives  should  be  considered  which  are  not  dictated  by  the  contractual 
quotas. 

Ch.2,  p.2 

Formulation  of  alternatives  that  meet  certain  resource  goals  or  comply  with  relevant  laws 
is  reasonable,  but  constraining  the  alternatives  exclusively  to  meet  APCs  contract  terms  is  not 
reasonable,  especially  in  light  of  the  changes  proposed  in  Congress  at  the  present  time. 

Ch.2,  p.2-3,  Alternatives  Eliminated 

The  Forest  Service  improperly  eliminates  alternatives  on  the  grounds  that  they  could  not 
be  considered  due  to  extensive  road  construction  needs..  . However,  at  the  same  time  the  preferred 
alternative  schedules  extensive  new  operations  in  areas  previously  unroaded  and  unlogged.  Neither 
the  phase  I or  Phase  II  documents  addresses  this  inconsistency,  which  worked  to  eliminate  vast 
roaded  areas,  in  Rodman  Bay  for  example,  from  detailed  consideration.  Alternatives  should  be 
considered  which  obtain  the  timber  needed  for  APCs  operations  from  existing  roaded  areas  as 
much  as  possible,  rather  than  relying  on  entering  major  new  areas  as  the  only  option  for  providing 
timber  for  the  remainder  of  the  1986-90  operating  period. 

Ch.2,  p.3,  Alternatives  Evaluated 

Again,  the  improperly  narrowed  parameters  from  the  Phase  I DSEIS  fatally  flaw  the  Phase 
II  SEIS’s  consideration  of  other  resource  values.  Targeting  A A -2  for  an  artificially  high  amount 
of  timber  in  advance  of  an  adequate  site-specific  analysis  precluded  consideration  of  a sufficiently 
broad  range  of  alternatives  or  adequate  protection  of  other  resource  uses. 

Ch.2,  pp.4-5,  Alternative  1 

Nothing  in  this  EIS  supports  the  assertion  that  failing  to  log  in  A A -2  would  "have  a high 
probability  of  causing  the  Forest  Service...to  breach  APC  contractual  obligations..."  As  we  have 
mentioned  previously,  large  volumes  of  timber  are  available  within  APCs  contract  area  in 
previously  roaded  VClTs;  there  is  no  reason  that  large  new  areas  have  to  be  entered  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  timber  for  the  remainder  of  the  1986-90  operating  period. 

Ch.2,  p.7,  Maps 

As  with  every  volume  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  the  failure  to  number  units  on  maps  makes 
meaningful  review  impossible.  This  defect  cannot  be  adequately  compensated  for  by  belated 
circulation  of  an  errata  sheet.  The  maps  should  be  reprinted  correctly  and  recirculated  before  the 
end  of  public  comment. 

All  volumes  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  also  fail  to  identify  each  alternative  adequately.  It  is 
difficult  to  correlate  the  maps  to  the  alternatives.  Further,  throughout  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  the 
identification  of  old  growth  retention  areas  on  maps  perpetuates  the  erroneous  impression  that  such 
areas  are  sacrosanct  or  were  selected  by  some  generally  accepted  or  approved  scientific  criteria. 
Neither  of  these  impressions  is  correct,  as  the  ADF&G  comments  make  clear. 
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Ch.2,  p.8 

These  Phase  II  DSEIS  maps  all  fail  to  show  harvest  on  adjacent  private  lands,  thus  omitting 
important  information  about  cumulative  impacts.  All  adjacent  harvest  units  on  private,  state  and 
federal  land,  regardless  of  planning  status,  must  be  displayed  on  the  maps  and  specifically 
described  and  discussed  in  the  text  in  order  to  adequately  disclose  the  full  cumulative  impacts. 

Ch.2,  p.16 

The  table  (2-1)  could  provide  some  useful  information,  but  it  is  unusable  due  to  the 
omission  of  clearcut  unit  numbers. 

Ch.2,  p.17 

How  is  Alternative  3 an  alternative  that  "continues  the  theme  of  wildlife  emphasis"?  It 
harvests  over  3,000  acres  of  important  old-growth  forest  wildlife  habitat.  This  alternative  can 
only  be  honestly  labeled  as  timber  emphasis  or  the  Forest  Service  needs  to  better  explain  its 
criteria  for  determining  the  range  of  alternatives  and  how  it  arrives  at  a conclusion  that  a 
particular  alternative  is  a "wildlife"  alternative. 

Ch.2,  p.17,  Table  2-2 

Inclusion  of  another  table  showing  actual  completion  of  units  with  alternative  logging 
systems  in  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  plans  would  be  helpful.  It  is  our  understanding  that  APC 
has  not  in  the  past  and  does  not  intend  to  conduct  skyline,  helicopter,  balloon  or  other  alternative 
logging  methods.  If  the  DSEIS  does  not  actually  commit  to  certain  logging  systems  in  identified 
units,  such  decisions  should  trigger  a subsequent  tier  of  NEPA  review  at  the  project-specific  level. 

Ch.2,  p.21,  Maps 

What  is  the  environmental  change  associated  with  authorizing  harvest  in  areas  previously 
reserved  as  old-growth  habitat?  The  SEIS  must  address  these  consequences,  yet  the  text  of  the 
document  is  silent  on  this  subject. 

Ch.2,  p.22 

The  proposal  of  a cost-share  cooperative  logging  agreement  with  Seal  as  ka  in  Alternative 
3 must  be  accompanied  with  a discussion  of  the  additional  or  cumulative  effects  of  the 
clearcutting  that  this  agreement  will  facilitate. 


Ch.2,  pp.1-27 


The  alternatives  presented  do  not  adequately  disclose  which  areas  were  actually  proposed 
for  harvest  in  1981-86,  1986-90  and  by  the  Phase  II  DSEIS.  Nor  do  the  maps  identify  carryover 
timber  remaining  unharvested  as  of  the  date  of  the  supplement.  The  Forest  Service  was 
admonished  not  to  treat  carryover  units  as  a fait  accompli  in  the  Hanlon  case,  for  purposes  of 
subsequent  NEPA  review,  yet  the  error  appears  to  be  repeated  here. 

Ch.2,  pp.27-31 

The  tabular  comparison  presented  here  is  so  general  as  to  be  programmatic,  rather  than 
site-specific,  in  nature.  This  cannot  in  any  way  be  construed  as  an  adequate  comparison  of  site- 
specific  alternatives.  No  correlation  is  presented  between  the  resource  values  and  impacts  in 
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234-30 


234-31 


234-32 


234-33 


234-34 


234-35 


particular  VCLTs,  no  reference  is  made  to  site-specific  impacts,  no  site-specific  data  is  referred 
to  by  the  analysis. 

Ch.2,  p.32 

The  conclusions  that  selection  of  Alternatives  1 or  2 would  result  in  job  loss  or  contractual 
breach  are  unsubstantiated  without  an  analysis  of  the  total  available  timber  in  the  contract  area, 
the  supply  available  along  existing  roads,  alternative  off-the-contract-area  supplies,  and  the  nature 
of  any  potential  breach  claims.  We  are  concerned  that  despite  our  very  specific  comments  to  the 
DSEIS  (Phase  I)  which  addressed  this  problem,  nothing  has  been  done  to  either  remedy  or  address 
it  in  the  Phase  D document. 

Ch.2,  pp.33-35 

This  data,  including  the  tables,  requires  an  explanation  of  underlying  assumptions. 
Nowhere  is  the  model  explained  in  the  SEIS  document,  rendering  it  an  act  of  faith  to  accept  the 
reported  numbers.  ADF&G  has  commented  at  length  on  this  point  and  we  incorporate  that 
agency’s  comments.  Moreover,  the  public  has  a legal  right  to  review  the  methodology  and 
assumptions  behind  an  EIS  in  addition  to  the  bare  ultimate  conclusions.  NEPA  requires  not  only 
a full  explanation  of  the  methodology,  but  also  a response  to  the  criticisms  of  other  experts,  such 
as  ADF&G.  The  opposing  viewpoints,  expressed  in  numerous  comments  and  meetings,  must  be 
discussed  and  a response  provided. 

Even  more  importantly,  the  tables  showing  cumulative  reductions  in  habitat  capability  over 
the  entire  Analysis  Area  do  not  meet  NEPA’s  site-specific  requirements.  For  example,  the 
reduction  of  4.4%  in  deer  habitat  over  the  entire  AA-2  (as  displayed  in  Table  2-6)  will  not  be 
geographically  uniform,  nor  will  the  impact  be  such.  Some  areas  are  much  more  important  than 
others  for  deer  habitat,  and  local  reductions  in  the  heavily  used  coastal  areas  will  be  far  more 
significant  in  terms  of  impacts  on  the  environment. 

Ch.2,  p.35 

This  table,  like  many  tables  in  the  DSEIS  documents,  fails  to  explain  the  origins  of  its  data 
and  its  assumptions  and  is  thus  rendered  useless  to  meet  NEPA’s  standards. 

Ch.2,  p.38 

Subsistence  use  of  AA-2  comes  from  at  least  Hoonah,  Elfin  Cove,  Gustavus  and  Pelican. 
Nothing  in  the  DSEIS  supports  the  conclusion  that  subsistence  use  of  AA-2  will  not  be  impacted 
by  logging  nearly  3,500  acres  and  building  over  30  miles  of  road.  The  Phase  II  DSEIS  clearly  fails 
to  satisfy  ANILCA  §8 10’s  exacting  requirements  for  analysis  and  action  taking  into  account 
subsistence  resources  and  uses. 

Ch.2,  pp.40-41 

Lack  of  discussion  of  non-timber  employment  (e.g.,  tourism,  guiding,  fishing)  impacts  in 
Table  2-9  ignores  users  of  the  Tongass  who  do  not  work  in  the  timber  industry.  Unless  the  Forest 
Service  can  demonstrate  with  reasonable  certainty  that  no  job  loss  in  these  other  industries  will 
result  from  logging  AA-2  as  proposed,  it  must  display  such  possible  economic  impacts,  according 
to  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 

Ch.2,  p.42 

The  rationale  for  the  proposed  logging  of  Mud  Bay  and  Point  Adolphus  in  order  to  avoid 
a contract  breach  or  job  loss  is  a direct  result  of  the  impermissably  narrow  range  of  alternatives 


August  15,  1989 
Page  10 


234-35 

Cont. 


234-36 


234-37 


234-38 


234-38 


234-39 


considered  in  the  DSEIS.  Timber  is  available  along  the  roaded  areas  in  Eight  Fathom  Bight  and 
Neka  River  to  provide  a reasonable  timber  volume  without  any  logging  in  Mud  Bay. 
Unfortunately,  the  "fixed  menu"  presented  at  the  outset  of  the  SEIS  process  needlessly  precluded 
meeting  timber  availability  goals  while  still  protecting  the  last  block  of  pristine  wildlife  habitat 
near  Hoonah.  An  alternative  should  be  considered  which  obtains  the  timber  from  this  area  from 
already  roaded  sections. 

Ch.2,  p.43 

The  "trade-off"  which  results  in  selection  of  Alternative  3 appears  to  be  a trade-off  of 
wildlife  and  fish  habitat,  subsistence,  recreation  and  tourism  values  for  the  benefit  of  APC  and 
its  contractors.  The  basis  for  this  decision  should  be  explained  in  more  detail  in  the  DSEIS  and 
the  assumptions  on  which  it  is  based  revealed. 

Ch.3,  pp.1-2 

We  disagree  with  the  Forest  Service’s  position  that  this  EIS,  which  covers  250,000  acres 
and  dozens  of  VCLPs,  accomplishes  an  adequate  site-specific  analysis.  While  such  a task  may 
not  be  utterly  impossible,  as  our  comments  point  out,  with  respect  to  numerous  issues  it  certainly 
cannot  be  and  has  not  been  achieved  in  this  volume  or  any  of  the  other  three  AA  documents. 
Data  gaps  have  not  been  filled  in  by  generic  statements,  and  the  information  has  simply  not  been 
presented  in  this  DSEIS  to  constitute  a site-specific  analysis. 

Ch.3,  pp.2-3 

Though  slope  failures  and  landslides  are  common  in  Southeast  Alaska  (according  to  the 
DSEIS  there  have  been  3,800  in  150  years),  the  DSEIS  fails  to  quantify  the  relative  landslide  risk 
presented  by  proposed  roadbuilding  and  logging  on  severe,  high  or  moderate  risk  slopes,  or  to 
correlate  the  location,  by  VCU,  of  such  slopes  to  past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
logging  plans  in  each  VCU. 

Ch.3,  pp.3-6 

The  drainage-specific  soil  data  should  be  accompanied  by  maps  and  should  be  related  to 
specific  clearcut  unit  locations  under  each  alternative  clearcut  scenario  in  the  DSEIS.  Similar 
kinds  of  data  should  also  be  included  for  other  resource  values,  not  just  soils.  A narrative 
description  of  particular  stream  characteristics,  fish,  deer,  bear,  furbearer  and  eagle  resources 
and  habitat,  subsistence  and  recreation  uses  and  opportunities  and  cultural/historical  resources 
should  be  included  for  each  VCU  analyzed  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes.  Soils  are  not  the  only 
important  resource,  nor  are  the  timber,  wildlife,  fish,  subsistence,  or  recreation  resources 
homogenous  across  the  contract  area,  as  the  existing  analysis  appears  to  assume. 

Ch.3,  pp.  12-15 

This  analysis  presumes  that  the  environmental  impact  of  unit  deletions  and  modifications 
of  clearcut  units  can  be  analyzed  by  comparing  acres,  essentially  treating  each  acre  as 
interchangeable  with  any  other.  However,  timber  volume,  habitat  capability  for  different  species, 
human  use  and  other  highly  relevant  factors  vary  from  place  to  place.  Failing  to  assess  the  actual 
impact  of  the  changes  and  relying  on  an  invalid  assumption  of  a homogeneous  forest  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA.  These  changes  need  to  be  addressed  on  a unit-by-unit  basis. 
For  instance,  where  units  are  altered  because  of  low  volume  or  expensive  access,  impacts  on 
other  resource  values  or  habitats  may  increase,  rather  than  decrease.  Without  compiling  more 
specific  data  from  previous  unit  cards  regarding  the  effects  of  changes  in  unit  location  and 
configuration,  there  is  no  basis  for  the  conclusions  presented  here. 
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Ch.3,  p.15 

234-40  The  discussion  of  roads  should  discuss  potential  human  use  of  these  roads,  which  is  the 

major  impact  associated  with  access. 

Ch.3,  pp.17-20 

234-41  The  Phase  II  DSEIS  generally  fails  to  provide  any  narrative  or  site-specific  table  describing 

the  impacts  associated  with  proposed  logging  in  each  VCU.  Listing  in  tabular  form  the  aggregate 
acres  of  habitat  in  each  VCU  does  not  provide  a sufficient  basis  for  comparison  of  habitat  values. 
No  two  acres  are  alike.  A relative  quantification  of  resources  values  by  VCU  (as  was  done  with 
the  soil  data),  should  be  provided,  as  well  as  a VCU-by-VCU  impacts  analysis  for  each  alternative 
considered. 

Ch.3,  pp.47-48 

234-42  The  description  of  the  types  and  amounts  of  recreational  uses  is  deficient.  Past,  present, 

and  potential  future  use  should  be  described  on  a VCU-by-VCU  narrative  basis,  like  the 
presentation  of  soils  data.  The  Forest  Service  should  make  use  of  the  Recreation  Visitor  Day 
(RVD)  survey  data  maintained  by  the  Forest  Service  for  the  Tongass,  as  well  as  information 
compiled  by  the  Alaska  State  Division  of  Tourism  for  this  purpose. 

Ch.3,  pp.53-54 

234-43  The  DSEIS  fails  to  provide  site-specific  cultural  resource  data  and  also  confirms  that 

surveys  remain  incomplete  for  the  bulk  of  AA-2.  This  violation  of  NEPA  and  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  (which  was  raised  in  the  SEACC  appeal  of  the  1986-90  plan  and  also 
challenged  in  court  by  plaintiffs  in  Sierra  Club  v.  Blackwell)  is  carried  over  from  previous  JEIS’s 
and  has  yet  to  be  corrected. 

Ch.3,  pp.72-76 

234-44  Hoonah  is  not  the  only  community  impacted  by  activities  in  AA-2.  Residents  of  Elfin 

Cove,  Gustavus  and  Pelican  are  all  affected  by  activities  in  AA-2.  Nor  does  the  data  presented 
address  the  relative  importance  of  each  VCU  for  subsistence,  commercial  fishing,  guiding,  and 
other  important  uses  by  each  of  these  communities.  In  particular,  the  Forest  Service  should 
consider  the  available  studies  of  subsistence  resources  and  uses  by  these  communities  which  have 
been  prepared  by  the  ADF&G. 

Ch.4,  p.2 

234-45  The  discussion  of  soil  impacts  is  woefully  incomplete.  There  is  no  site-specific  data 

correlating  slope  failure  risk  areas  to  proposed  clearcut  units.  Without  this  basic  information  it 
is  impossible  to  determine  what  the  soils  impacts  of  each  alternative  actually  will  be. 

Ch.4,  pp.6-21 

234-46  The  wildlife  impacts  section  fails  entirely  to  differentiate  between  the  site-specific  values 

of  particular  VClTs  for  each  indicator  species.  This  would  be  understandable  in  a programmatic 
EIS,  but  cannot  meet  NEPA  site-specificity  requirements  for  a project-level  approval  document. 
Not  one  single  VCU  is  assessed  in  detail  in  this  analysis.  Aggregated  raw  acreage  figures  are 
substituted  as  if  they  convey  a meaningful  impact  analysis,  but  they  do  not  ADF&G  and  other 
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wildlife  experts  have  repeatedly  pointed  out  the  error  of  treating  all  forested  acres  equally  in 
ranking  their  wildlife  habitat  importance.  This  deficiency  remains  a problem  in  the  Phase  II 
DSEIS,  however. 

In  addition,  the  tables  calculating  deer  habitat  or  population  loss  appear  without  any 
explanatory  supporting  information.  They  cannot  be  meaningfully  evaluated  in  this  form.  Also, 
a brown  bear  impacts  analysis  is  needed  here.  None  was  provided  in  this  volume,  although  it  was 
included  in  the  AA-3  document.  The  discrepancy  is  inexplicable. 

Ch.4,  pp. 22-24 

234-47  There  is  no  scientific  or  factual  basis  for  the  conclusory  statement  that  timber  harvest 

impacts  "should  be  minimized  or  eliminated"  by  application  of  Forest  Service  Management 
prescriptions  for  riparian  habitat.  Instead,  just  the  opposite  may  be  the  case,  based  on  the  recent 
National  Marine  Fisheries  (NMFS)  policy  statement  which  states  that  minimum  buffers  of  100  feet 
on  each  of  anadromous  fish  streams  are  required  to  protect  fish  habitat.  Forest  Service 
prescriptions  are  much  less  than  that;  consequently  it  cannot  be  asserted  — without  contrary 
evidence  refuting  the  expert  opinion  of  NMFS  — that,  application  of  the  Forest  Service  standard 
will  be  sufficient.  Moreover,  NEPA  requires  a thorough  examination  of  potential  impacts,  not 
conclusory  assurances  of  little  or  no  impact.  Without  discussing  the  NMFS  policy  and  refuting 
its  scientific  conclusions,  as  well  as  presenting  information  discussing  potential  impacts  if  NMFS 
is  correct,  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  is  inadequate  in  this  regard.  This  deficiency  appears  in  the  fisheries 
analysis  sections  of  each  volume  of  the  DSEIS.  Each  fails  to  justify  its  conclusions  with  hard  data 
proving  that  fish  habitat  protection  will  be  assured  and  mitigation  measures  will  be  implemented, 
enforced,  and  effective. 

234-48  The  AA-2  volume,  along  with  the  other  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes,  also  fails  to  describe  the 

site-specific  conditions  (including  pre-existing  impacts  from  past  logging  and  roading)  in  each 
VCU,  the  site-specific  stream  qualities  which  may  require  alteration  of  clearcut  unit  layout  in 
order  to  meet  habitat  protection  objectives  in  each  VCU,  the  potential  site-specific  impacts  of 
alternative  unit  layouts  on  fisheries  in  each  VCU,  the  potential  for  slope  failures  and  other  habitat 
damaging  events  in  each  VCU  by  alternative,  and  other  significant  information  which  describes 
the  potential  site-specific  fisheries  impacts  of  actions  considered  or  proposed  in  AA-2. 

Ch.4,  pp.24-26 

234-49  The  discussion  of  streamflow  impacts  fails  to  describe  potential  site-specific  effects  in  each 

VCU,  does  not  discuss  the  reasonably  predictable  site-specific  impacts  if  the  assertions  of 
decreased  water  production  in  second-growth  forest  prove  correct,  and  does  not  describe  the 
potential  effect  of  different  site-specific  alternatives  on  streamflows  in  each  VCU.  Again,  this 
flaw  is  repeated  throughout  the  other  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes. 

Ch.4,  pp.26-27 

234-50  Nothing  in  this  section  describes  the  potential  site-specific  impacts  from  sedimentation 

under  each  alternative,  even  though  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  acknowledges  the  lack  of  scientific 
certainty  on  this  critical  issue.  If  this  information  is  truly  unavailable,  it  may  be  necessary  for 
the  Forest  Service  to  prepare  a "worst  case"  analysis  under  the  prior  NEPA  regulations,  or  at  least 
assess  the  "reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  impacts"  in  conformance  with  the  revised 
NEPA  regulations  which  replace  the  old  "worst  case"  analysis  requirements.  This  flaw  is  repeated 
in  the  other  Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes. 
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234-43 


234-52 


234-53 


Ch.4,  pp. 27-29 

Discussion  of  land  status  seems  to  be  one  of  few  places  where  any  site-specific  narrative 
relates  location  of  cutting  units  to  potential  impacts  (if  only  on  private  inholders).  This  type  of 
information  must  be  included  for  ail  resources,  not  just  private  land  interests. 

Ch.4,  pp.29-31 

Comparing  changes  in  recreational  opportunities  available  in  each  VCU  as  a predictor  of 
impacts  does  not  suffice  to  cover  potential  impacts  because  it  leaves  out  consideration  of  actual 
existing  and  projected  use  of  each  area.  Without  some  information  as  to  existing  types  and  levels 
of  recreational  use,  changes  cannot  be  measured  against  a baseline.  The  Phase  II  DSEIS  fails  to 
provide  this  critical  information.  For  example,  converting  currently  pristine  areas  like  Point 
Adolphus  and  Mud  Bay  to  clearcut  zones  will  undoubtedly  displace  important  existing  primitive 
recreational  and  tourism  uses.  Mud  Bay/Point  Adolphus  apparently  has  enough  of  such  values  to 
be  considered  by  Congress  for  permanent  wilderness  designation,  mostly  on  the  strength  of  wildlife 
concentrations  and  opportunities  for  solitude.  The  considerable  existing  use  of  this  area  by  whale- 
watching tourists  and  local  residents  is  not  even  mentioned,  nor  is  the  impact  of  proposed  clear- 
cutting  related  to  this  currently  existing  or  projected  future  use. 


Ch.4,  pp. 32-34 


The  Forest  Service  has  never  adequately  inventoried,  surveyed,  catalogued,  or  protected 
the  wealth  of  cultural  and  historic  artifacts  in  the  A PC  contract  area.  We  have  pointed  this  failure 
out  at  length  in  previous  appeals  and  lawsuits,  yet  the  only  response  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  is  to 
conclude,  once  again,  that  the  Forest  Service  will  not  survey  each  alternative  because  "it  would 
be  costly  and  impractical."  Under  the  NHPA,  those  criteria  do  not  support  a waiver  of  the  legal 
duty  to  fully  protect  cultural  resources.  Nor  can  the  Forest  Service  escape  the  duty,  under  NEPA, 
to  either  gather  this  needed  information,  unless  the  costs  are  exorbitant,  or  disclose  now  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  significant  impacts  that  can  be  expected  from  logging  these  areas  without 
cultural  resource  surveys.  Part  of  such  an  analysis  should  include  a discussion  of  the  past  efficacy 
of  Forest  Service  cultural  resource  protection  measures.  By  substituting  a promise  of  future 
research  to  assess  the  cultural  resources  of  each  area  before  allowing  logging,  the  DSEIS  totally 
fails  to  meet  NEPA’s  site-specificity  requirements  for  assessment  of  cultural  impacts  or  NHPA’s 
mandate  of  full  protection  of  cultural  resources. 

Ch.4,  pp.39-41 

The  subsistence  impacts  analysis  cannot  be  considered  complete  without  site-specific 
information  on  the  human  use  of  each  VCU  proposed  for  logging  and  the  site-specific  impact  on 
such  use  of  each  alternative.  The  failure  of  the  DSEIS  to  provide  such  basic  baseline  data  directly 
violates  the  recent  court  rulings  interpreting  §810  of  ANILCA  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton. 

Ch.4,  p.47 

The  failure  to  consider  direct  and  indirect  impacts  caused  by  increased  road  access  in  the 
long-term  impacts  analysis  renders  it  inadequate.  Impacts  to  wildlife,  fisheries,  recreation, 
subsistence,  historical  and  cultural  resources  from  an  ever  expanding  linked  network  of  roads  to 
serve  clear-cutting  activities  are  substantial  and  cannot  be  left  out  of  this  section  of  the  Phase 
II  DSEIS  analysis. 
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Ch.4,  pp.50-53 

234-54  This  analysis  is  nci  site-specific.  The  assumptions  and  methodologies  employed  in  the 

models  are  not  explained  anywhere  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS.  This  analysis  fails  to  meet  NEPA’s 
requirements  for  disclosure  of  site-specific  impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  wildlife  resources. 

Ch.4,  pp.54-57 

234-55  This  analysis  also  fails  to  disclose  potential  site-specific  impacts  in  any  meaningful  manner. 

It  does  not  satisfy  the  NEPA  mandate  to  simply  assume,  based  on  little  or  .no  scientific  data,  that 
an  action  will  not  have  any  long-term  impacts.  Nor  does  it  suffice  to  rely  on  untested  mitigation 
measures  to  reach  conclusions  of  little  or  no  potential  impact.  By  failing  to  describe  the  site- 
specific  fisheries  impacts  of  harvesting  major  amounts  of  each  project  area  VCU,  the  DSEIS  fails  ' 
as  a "full  disclosure"  document  under  NEPA. 

Ch.4,  pp.57-59 

234-56  This  analysis  does  not  discuss  the  projected  recreation  uses  for  the  affected  VClTs 

expected  by  the  year  2011.  No  analysis  of  long  term  impacts  can  be  considered  complete  without 
this  baseline  data,  however. 

Ch.4,  pp.62 

234-57  The  cultural  resource  impacts  "assessment"  is  not  site-specific,  nor  does  it  even  attempt  to 

assess  impacts,  since  it  candidly  admits  the  Forest  Service  has  no  information  on  this  subject.  This 
does  not  satisfy  the  NHPA  and  NEPA  requirements  discussed  above. 

Ch.4,  pp.63-65 

234-58  The  Phase  II  E>SEIS  fails  to  address  one  of  the  central  questions  raised  successfully  by  the 

plaintiffs  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton,  i.e.,  the  long-term  and  cumulative  impacts  of  roadbuilding  and 
logging  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses  of  the  affected  forest  lands.  The  A A -2  volume  does 
not  provide  any  information  about  past,  present,  or  future  subsistence  uses  of  each  VCU.  It 
does  not  provide  an  evaluation  of  the  potential  long-term  impacts  of  proposed  logging  and  roading 
on  those  resources  and  uses.  It  fails  to  present  a draft  of  the  findings  required  by  ANILCA 
§ 810(aX3)  for  public  review.  Promises  to  address  these  impacts  in  future  documents  are  totally 
inconsistent  with  the  NEPA  mandate  to  disclose  impacts  fully  at  the  earliest  possible  time  (and 
before  a decision  is  made  to  commit  the  resources),  as  the  court  found  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton.  Yet 
the  Phase  II  DSEIS  impermissably  continues  to  adhere  to  the  arguments  rejected  in  Hanlon,  in 
defense  of  the  Forest  Service's  refusal  to  fully  disclose  expected  impacts. 

Ch.4,  p.66 

234-59  The  Forest  Service’s  dependence  on  "unit  card"  analyses  for  site-specific  project  design, 

impact  assessments  and  mitigation  measures,  which  occur  outside  of  the  present  NEPA  process, 
and  after  its  conclusion,  violates  NEPA.  This  critical  information  must  be  disclosed  and  discussed 
now,  since  the  SEIS  will  be  the  final  NEPA  approval  document  for  each  individual  clearcut  and 
road.  In  the  Tenakee  Springs  II  case,  the  court  found  that  site-specific  project  changes  must  be 
addressed  in  the  1981-1986  EIS.  Notwithstanding  that  ruling,  the  entire  Phase  II  DSEIS 
perpetuates  this  error  by  continuing  to  rely  on  the  future  preparation  of  unit  cards  in  lieu  of 
adequate  site-specific  analysis  at  the  present  time. 
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Ch.4,  p.68-69 


As  noted  in  our  comments  above,  discussions  of  possible  site-specific  mitigation  measures 
cannot  be  pushed  back  to  future  unit  card  field  analyses  which  are  not  subject  to  NEPA 
procedures.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  DSEIS  fails  to  describe  site-specific  unit  locations  or 
the  specific  issues  amenable  to  mitigation  in  each  VCU,  alternative  means  for  achieving  desired 
levels  of  resource  protection,  the  effectiveness  of  the  proposed  methods,  the  impact  of  potential 
budget  reductions  on  mitigation  implementation  and  monitoring  effectiveness,  and  other  absolutely 
critical  information.  The  lack  of  an  adequate  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  is  a major  failing 
in  each  volume  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS. 

Appendix  A-4 

This  appendix  should  contain  the  affidavits  submitted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  Hanlon  v. 
Barton.  To  include  only  the  affidavits  submitted  in  the  defendant’s  side  of  the  case  presents  a 
skewed  picture  of  the  information  which  was  before  the  court  when  it  ruled  in  the  plaintiffs’ 
favor. 

Appendix  B-l 

This  appendix  fails  to  respond  adequately  to  the  numerous  detailed,  substantive  comments 
submitted  on  the  Phase  I DSEIS  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  n case,  as  well  as  others. 
At  the  outset,  the  appendix  does  not  demonstrate  that  additional  sources  of  timber  from  outside 
A PC’s  contract  area  cannot  be  substituted  in  order  to  construct  different  alternatives  which  still 
supply  a reasonable  timber  supply  for  APC.  Information  on  this  subject  was  submitted  by  various 
parties  in  their  earlier  comments  on  the  DSEIS  and  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  and  in  Hanlon  v. 
Barton  cases.  None  of  that  information  has  even  been  acknowledged  in  the  Forest  Service's 
response  to  comments.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  responses  to  comments  must  be  cross- 
referenced  to  individual  comments  in  order  to  meet  NEPA  requirements. 

The  Forest  Service’s  response  to  the  concerns  we  raised  about  improper  elimination  of  areas 
for  consideration  simply  rehashes  the  inadequate  analysis  provided  in  the  Phase  I volume  of  the 
DSEIS.  Critical  questions  remain  unanswered,  including  the  inconsistency  of  eliminating  some 
previously  roaded  areas  on  the  excuse  of  logistical  considerations  (e.g.,  Rodman  Bay)  while 
planning  major  new  construction  and  operation  in  as  yet  unroaded  other  areas  (e.g..  Mud  Bay, 
Trap  Bay,  Kadashan).  Rodman  Bay,  with  over  1 1 ,000  acres  of  standard  harvestable  CFL,  could 
supply  the  bulk  of  APC*s  needs  for  the  operation  period  of  the  supplement,  obviating  the  need 
to  enter  more  sensitive  areas  like  Mud  Bay,  Trap  Bay  and  Kadashan.  No  support  or  analysis  is 
offered  to  justify  the  erroneous  statement  that  two  years  is  not  enough  time  to  gain  log  dump 
approval.  The  process  for  approval  of  such  a facility,  if  needed,  could  have  been  initiated  in 
conjunction  with  the  preparation  of  this  SEIS,  which  began  two  full  years  ago,  and  could  still  be 
initiated  in  time  for  the  1990  logging  season.  The  False  Bay  log  dump  was  approved  this  year 
in  a process  that  began  well  after  the  Tenakee  II  ruling.  The  DSEIS  has  thus  far  failed  to 
demonstrate  the  infeasibility  of  these  alternatives  and  must  therefore  give  them  full  and  fair 
consideration. 

On  page  30  of  Appendix  B-l,  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  notes  that  further  analysis  of  the  impacts 
of  pending  Congressional  actions  will  be  presented  in  the  Phase  II  documents  "in  one  or  more 
alternatives."  This  section  must  have  been  written  before  the  decision  not  to  undertake  such  an 
analysis  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS.  Be  that  as  it  may,  the  DSEIS  does  not  consider  the  adoption  of 
H.R.987  or  S.346  as  alternatives  to  the  present  action,  and  that  omission  renders  the  DSEIS 
inadequate.  Both  bills  would  terminate  the  APC  contract  and  thus  eliminate  the  purpose  and  need 
on  which  the  DSEIS  seems  to  rely  to  excuse  its  artificially  narrow  range  of  alternatives.  Both  bilk 
ako  prohibit  timber  harvest  activities  in  certain  areas,  including  Mud  Bay,  Trap  Bay  and 
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234-65 


Kadashan,  which  are  proposed  to  be  entered  under  the  DSEIS.  Enactment  of  either  bill  or  some 
combination  could  well  occur  in  1989.  Consideration  of  these  bills  as  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action  in  the  DSEIS  is  certainly  within  the  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  at  this  point,  and 
would  leave  the  Forest  Service  better  prepared  to  deal  with  the  consequences  of  legislative  change, 
if  it  should  happen  in  the  near  future. 

Appendix  C-l 

Inclusion  in  an  Appendix  in  each  volume  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  of  a selection  of  the 
incomplete  unit  cards  cannot  suffice  to  meet  NEPA’s  site -specificity  requirements.  What 
additional  information  these  cards  add  to  the  analysis  contained  in  the  DSEIS  volumes  actually 
illustrates  just  how  deficient  the  DSEIS  actually  is  in  regard  to  the  unique  conditions  which  must 
be  considered  in  each  VCU  or  within  each  unit.  Why  aren’t  alternative  unit  locations  discussed 
at  this  stage,  for  instance?  No  further  NEPA  disclosure  will  take  place,  but  changes  of  major 
potential  significance  may  be  authorized  when  the  unit  layout  is  completed  — after  the  SEIS  is 
approved.  Indeed,  statements  of  general  concern  expressed  in  the  unit  cards  do  more  to  show  just 
how  little  actual  data  has  been  gathered  in  on-the-ground  analysis  than  to  demonstrate  responsible 
planning.  Apparently  most  of  the  sites  where  clearcuft  and  roads  have  been  tentatively  located 
will  only  be  field-checked  when  APC  and  the  Forest  Service  reach  the  site  with  ongoing  logging 
operations.  Complete  ground  surveys,  site-specific  mitigation  measures  tailored  to  actual  locations 
and  conditions  for  each  clearcut  unit,  and  full  disclosure  of  the  impacts  of  various  alternative 
configurations  for  logging  in  each  area  must  be  provided. 

Appendix  C-2 

The  analysis  in  this  appendix  is  incomplete  without  more  information  which  could  support 
the  conclusions  given  about  the  impact  of  changes  in  unit  locations  after  the  completion  of  the 
1981-86  EIS.  All  completed  unit  cards,  at  a minimum,  should  be  displayed,  along  with  maps 
showing  the  changes.  A large  number  of  these  changes  appear  to  have  been  designed  to  improve 
the  economics  of  harvesting.  Since  APC  can  reject,  formally  or  informally,  "uneconomic"  units 
(i.e.,  lower  timber  volume  per  acre),  it  would  be  logical  to  assume  that  post-EIS  changes  tend  to 
increase  the  average  volume  per  acre  of  the  units  harvested.  This  would  likely  increase  wildlife 
impacts  because  the  higher  volume  acreage  tends  to  be  higher  in  wildlife  values  as  well.  No 
volume  per  acre  change  figures  are  given  in  this  Appendix.  This  missing  information  is  critical 
to  assessing  the  impact  of  the  unit  changes.  Again,  the  Forest  Service  makes  the  mistake  of 
treating  each  Tongass  acre  as  interchangeable  with  every  other  acre.  This  assumption  is  erroneous. 
The  appendix  should  also  explain  in  more  detail  the  data  on  which  its  conclusions  regarding  the 
impacts  of  the  changes  is  based. 

Appendix  C-4 

The  incomplete  description  of  the  wildlife  model  does  not  explain  how  it  was  used  for 
each  specific  VCU  in  the  DSEIS,  nor  does  it  explain  all  the  assumptions  which  went  into  the 
analysis  presented.  Also  missing  is  an  assessment  of  the  degree  of  certainty  of  the  data  employed 
to  arrive  at  the  numbers  presented.  This  explanation  does  not  adequately  support  the  conclusions 
presented  in  the  text.  Key  considerations  escape  explanation  in  the  Suring,  gi  aL  narrative,  such 
as  how  or  whether  the  model  assesses  the  impact  of  road  access,  increased  human  presence, 
increased  noise,  and  changes  in  predation  patterns  from  alterations  in  habitat. 
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These  comments  are  supplemental  to  and  incorporate  the  general  comments  we  have 
provided  above  for  the  overall  Phase  II  DSEIS  and  the  comments  given  on  the  AA-2  document 
analysis  above  (which  are  also  equally  applicable  to  the  AA-3,  AA-6  and  A A- 12  documents). 


Ch.l,  p.16 

234-66  The  public  involvement  in  this  process  has  been  legally  inadequate,  particularly  with  regard 

to  compliance  with  the  subsistence  protection  provisions  of  ANILCA  §810.  Because  the  public 
hearings  for  this  DSEIS  were  held  at  a time  when  people  could  not  be  available,  during  fishing 
season  and  during  the  height  of  subsistence  activities,  they  do  not  constitute  a bona  fide  or 
meaningful  opportunity  to  be  informed  and  comment  Nor  were  hearing  participants  given 
adequate  information  on  which  to  base  their  comments.  We  believe  these  hearings  did  not  satisfy 
ANILCA’s  requirements. 

Ch.2,  pp.1-3 

234-67  Our  previous  comments  about  the  inadequate  range  of  alternatives  in  the  DSEIS  also  apply 

here.  The  APC  contract  should  not  be  considered  an  inviolate  constraint  on  planning,  and 
alternatives  which  consider  other  options  for  a supply  of  timber,  described  in  more  detail  above, 
should  have  been  considered  in  the  AA-3  document. 

Ch.2,  pp. 14-16 

234-68  The  maps  should  display  the  False  Bay  log  dump,  which  has  been  approved  by  the  Forest 

Service  and  built  by  APC. 

' Ch.2,  pp.22-28 

234-69  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  determine  whether  the  "no  further  harvest"  alternative 

is  indeed  what  it  claims  to  be,  since  none  of  the  units  are  labeled  by  numbers  or  are  otherwise 
identified  as  1981-86  units,  modified  units  from  the  1/4/85  agreement,  1986-90  units,  or  new 
supplement  units.  Throughout  the  DSEIS,  none  of  the  carryover  units  are  so  identified. 

Ch.2,  pp.3-90 

234-70  None  of  the  alternatives  displayed  presents  the  option  we  suggested  in  comments  to  the 

Phase  I DSEIS:  harvest  a sufficient  amount  of  timber  from  existing  road  systems  without  entering 
new,  unroaded  VCLTs.  Each  alternative  presented  here  poses  great  potential  threats  to  the 
subsistence,  recreation,  commercial  fishing  and  other  non-timber  resources  of  the  forest.  Of 
particular  concern  are  activities  scheduled  for  VClTs  203,  204,  208,  209,  210,  211,  212,  213,  214, 
217,  218  and  219.  Logging  and  new  roadbuilding  in  these  areas  should  be  either  minimized  or 
eliminated. 

Ch.2,  p.lll 

Again,  the  "trade-offs"  which  led  to  selection  of  Alternative  3 should  be  fully  explained. 
What  resources  are  being  "traded-off"  in  favor  of  APCs  contract? 


234-71 
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Ch.3,  pp.36-42 

234-72  This  brown  bear  analysis  should  have  been  performed  for  every  Analysis  Area  --  not  just 

AA-3. 

Ch.3,  pp.32-52 

234-73  The  wildlife  and  fisheries  analyses  are  not  site-specific.  They  should  discuss  in  detail  the 

relative  habitat  value  of  each  VCU  for  the  different  indicator  species.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
simply  describe  aggregate  acreages. 

Ch.3,  pp.56-57 

234-74  The  recreation  use  description  fails  to  quantify  any  of  the  current  uses,  either  by  VCLPs 

or  area- wide.  Without  this  information  the  analysis  is  meaningless. 

Ch.3,  pp.86-95 

234-75  This  section  provides  far  too  little  site-specific  data  on  the  relative  value  of  each  VCU  for 

subsistence  use  by  each  community.  Without  knowing  the  pre-existing  uses,  it  will  not  be  possible 
to  predict  impacts  to  those  uses  that  are  the  reasonably  foreseeable  consequences  of  the  proposed 
actions. 

Ch.4,  p.16,  Table  4-10 

234-76  This  table  does  not  explain  what  "remaining"  refers  to,  whether  it  means  after  1990,  after 

1988,  after  1961,  or  at  the  end  of  the  contract.  This  error  is  repeated  in  many  of  the  tables 
throughout  the  volumes  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  as  well  as  on  p.19  and  p.21  of  the  AA-3  document. 

Ch.4,  pp.28-29 

234-77  The  analysis  does  not  acknowledge  the  severe  impacts  projected  for  a brown  bear 

population  already  believed  to  be  below  minimum  survivability  levels.  In  certain  VCITs  the 
reductions  are  as  high  as  33%  in  the  preferred  alternative.  These  impacts  must  be  assessed  and 
mitigation  measures  should  be  prescribed  on  a site-specific  basis. 

Ch.4,  p.34 

234-78  Concluding  little  or  no  impact  based  on  the  minimal  analysis  presented  here  defies  the 

facts.  In  reality,  a 6-10%  impact  in  just  two  seasons  translates  into  an  enormous  impact  since 
the  first  year  of  operations  in  1961  and  a potentially  catastrophic  impact  from  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  plans.  This  impact  must  be  discussed  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures 
considered  and  applied. 

Ch.4,  p.65 

234-79  The  subsistence  impacts  analysis  falls  far  short  of  the  requirements  of  NEPA  or  ANILCA, 

failing  as  it  does  to  quantify  potential  impacts  by  alternatives  or  to  fully  acknowledge  the  severe 
restrictions  the  additional  activities  scheduled  here  could  impose  on  AA-3  subsistence  use. 
Members  of  the  plaintiff  organizations  depend  heavily  on  AA-3  for  subsistence  resources.  Their 
interests  are  not  being  protected. 
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Ch.4,  p.78 

The  statements  that  impacts  to  brown  bear  are  not  expected  to  be  substantial  cannot  be 
squared  with  the  already  demonstrated  declines  and  with  the  AA-3  analysis  showing  a reduction 
to  40%  of  1961  brown  bear  populations  by  the  end  of  the  APC  contract.  The  statement  that 
impacts  are  not  substantial  is  factually  incorrect  and  misleads  the  public  reviewing  the  DSEIS. 


PAGE-SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 
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Ch.2,  pp. 1-113 

Given  the  failure  to  consider  an  alternative  which  concentrates  harvest  in  areas  already 
roaded  and  previously  logged,  as  we  have  requested,  we  do  not  think  it  appropriate  to  endorse  any 
particular  alternative  presented  in  the  DSEIS. 

Ch.2,  p.94 

Table  2-7  must  be  erroneous  since  it  claims  no  deer  winter  range  will  be  impacted  even 
though  3,000  acres  are  proposed  for  logging. 

Ch.3,  pp.17-37 

The  wildlife  and  fisheries  analysis  of  the  affected  environment  lacks  even  rudimentary 
site-specificity.  This  is  in  stark  contrast  to  the  VCU-specific  narratives  in  the  soils  analysis.  The 
vague  generalities  of  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  analyses  should  be  replaced  by  VCU-specific  data. 
A brown  bear  population  model  (like  the  deer  model  in  Table  3-11)  should  also  be  included  in 
the  A A -6  document. 


Ch.3,  p.72-73 

It  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA  for  site- specific  project  area  descriptions  to 
simply  list  VClTs  used  by  Tenakee  Springs  residents  for  subsistence  without  quantifying  the 
amount  of  use,  relative  importance,  degree  of  interchangeability  between  subsistence  use  areas, 
and  impact  of  past  logging  on  those  uses.  The  same  flaw  pervades  the  socio-economic  analyses 
section  of  each  volume  of  the  Phase  n DSEIS.  The  VClTs  listed  in  Figure  3-18  (p.71)  are  of 
varying  degrees  of  importance,  though  we  advocate  assuring  maximum  protection  for  non-timber 
values  in  each  of  them. 

Ch.4,  pp.1-18 

As  in  every  other  volume  of  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  the  wildlife  analysis  here  fails  to  describe 
the  site-specific  impacts  of  alternative  logging  plan  layouts  in  each  VCU.  This  is  a dual  failure 
of  the  formulation  of  alternatives,  which  does  not  vary  within  each  VCU,  and  the  failure  of  the 
Forest  Service  to  gather  sufficient  site-specific  field  information  with  which  to  write  an  adequate 
narrative  or  complete  an  adequate  impacts  analysis. 

These  errors  led  to  a complete  lack  of  analysis  of  alternative  road  locations  in  Kadashan 
(VCU  235),  for  example.  The  central  wildlife  issue  discussed  in  the  Tenakee  I lawsuit  was  the 
potential  impact  to  brown  bear  populations  from  use  of  a road  in  Kadashan.  Since  partial 
completion  of  that  road,  Kadashan  has  suffered  an  alarming  drop  in  bear  population  mostly  due 
to  human/bear  conflicts  — a fact  well  known  to  Forest  Service  wildlife  researchers.  But  Volume 
AA-6  of  the  Phase  n DSEIS  fails  completely  to  discuss  the  impacts  to  bears  of  completing  the 
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234-90 


Kadashan  Road,  ways  to  mitigate  that  by  alternative  road  locations  or  other  means,  and  the 
impacts  of  any  resultant  change  on  the  human  use  of  Kadashan.  In  Tenakee  Springs  I and 
Tenakee  Springs  IT  there  was  a failure  to  analyze  alternative  roads  and  clear-cut  units  specific  to 
each  VCU.  This  failure  again  appears,  repeated  throughout  the  Phase  II  DSEIS. 

The  "impacts  analysis"  provided  for  fisheries  is  also  a prime  example  of  just  how  little  the 
Phase  II  DSEIS  volumes  actually  describe  specific  potential  wildlife  or  fisheries  impacts.  This 
section,  like  its  counter-part  section  in  the  other  DSEIS  volumes,  does  not  even  attempt  to  rank 
alternatives  or  describe  the  impact  of  each  alternative  by  VCU.  Instead,  it  relies  on  generalities 
such  as  The  level  of  impact,  if  any,  is  dependent  upon  the  application  of  Best  Management 
Practices  and  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Prescriptions  as  presented  ia  the  Regional  Guide." 
This  is  as  far  as  the  analysis  goes:  it  leaves  unanswered  the  questions  of  which  alternatives 

minimize  or  maximize  potential  impacts,  whether  BMP's  and  AHMU  prescriptions  are  effective, 
what  alternative  management  prescriptions  are  available  (i.e.,  the  NMFS  policy  of  100  foot  uncut 
streamside  buffers),  and  which  alternative  unit  design  and  layout  for  each  VCU  will  best  protect 
fisheries.  The  analysis  cannot  be  considered  complete  without  answers  to  these  questions,  but  they 
are  missing  from  every  volume  of  the  DSEIS. 

Ch.4,  pp. 48-49 

The  subsistence  impact  of  re-opening  the  Corner  Bay  logging  camp  is  totally  ignored  in 
this  analysis.  Competition  with  present  subsistence  users  is  a very  real  concern  for  residents  of 
this  area.  Similarly,  the  impact  of  re-opening  of  the  False  Island  camp  is  glossed  over  with  faulty 
reasoning,  i.e.,  re-opening  False  Bay  allegedly  won't  affect  Angoon  because  hunters  there  do  not 
suffer  the  effects  of  competition.  Angoon's  hunters  have  not  suffered  competition  only  because 
there  have  been  no  loggers  at  False  Bay.  The  start-up  of  that  camp  will  have  subsistence  impacts. 
This  example  shows  how  little  attention  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  pays  to  the  impacts  on  subsistence 
from  outside  hunting  competition  aided  by  new  roads  and  logging  camps. 

Ch.4,  p.54 

Like  the  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  analysis  in  every  other  volume  of  the  Phase  II 
DSEIS,  this  section  fails  to  describe  the  site-specific  long-term  and  cumulative  impacts  as 
required  by  the  court  in  Tenakee  Springs  II.  The  roads  analysis  states  that  roads  and  camps  will 
continue  to  operate,  but  says  nothing  about  the  long-term  impact  those  changes  may  wreak  on 
traditional  subsistence  resources  and  uses,  wildlife  populations,  opportunities  for  recreation  and 
wilderness  tourism,  and  other  non-timber  values. 


PAGE-SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 
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Ch.2,  pp.1-69 

Again,  the  range  of  alternatives  presented  in  this  volume  is  too  narrow.  We  previously 
suggested  that  ample  timber  supplies  could  be  provided  from  the  VCEPs  already  roaded  and  logged 
on  North  Kuiu  Island,  particularly  399,  400,  402,  421,  and  419.  We  have  advocated  avoiding  new 
road  construction  in  areas  previously  unroaded  and  unlogged,  such  as  416,  417,  418,  and  most 
of  420  (which  is  particularly  important  for  Kake  subsistence  and  for  recreation  use).  The  action 
alternatives  do  not  present  any  of  these  options.  Instead,  every  action  alternative  proposes  harvest 
of  large  amounts  of  timber  and  requires  new  roading  in  some  of  the  pristine  VClTs.  No  single 
action  alternative  avoids  all  of  them.  The  range  of  alternatives  should  be  expanded  to  include  at 
least  one  which  proposes  only  the  locations  for  harvest  suggested  above. 
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Ch.2,  p.51 

We  question  how  Alternative  5 can  have  "the  least  impact  on  [deer  winter  range],"  affecting 
only  307  acres,  when  it  allows  the  logging  of  2,965  acres.  What  possible  definition  of  deer  winter 
range  could  result  in  such  a conclusion?  The  DSEIS  leaves  this  question  unanswered  by  failing 
to  describe  anywhere  in  the  document  the  definition  of  Deer  Winter  Range  it  employs. 


Ch.2,  p.65 

The  section  about  Congressional  action  needs  to  be  updated  to  reflect  the  content  of 
H.R.987  and  S.346. 

Ch.3,  pp. 13-14 

The  net  impact  of  project  changes,  adding  464  acres  to  total  harvest  since  the  1981-86  EIS, 
indicates  serious  additional  environmental  impact  However,  this  analysis  does  not  assess  the 
impact  in  any  way.  The  mere  fact  that  most  of  these  units  were  from  wind-throw  conditions  does 
not  indicate  their  harvest  was  environmentally  benign.  In  fact,  just  the  opposite  could  be 
expected,  since  most  wind-throw  happens  at  the  edge  of  clearcuts  and  expands  clearcut  unit 
boundaries  that  were  probably  set  based  on  environmental  constraints.  Yet  there  is  no  analysis 
of  the  changes  in  each  unit  that  could  confirm  or  deny  this  possibility.  Much  more  information 
is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  as  explained  in  the  Tenakee  Springs  II  opinion. 


Ch.3,  pp. 17-43 


As  with  the  other  DSEIS  volumes,  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  analysis  presented  here  does 
not  include  site-specific  information  necessary  to  meet  NEPA  requirements.  Of  particular  concern 
is  the  lack  of  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  previous  logging  as  a contributing  factor  in  the  Kuiu 
Island  deer  population  depression.  Predation  was  a factor  in  many  other  areas  that  have  fully 
recovered  from  the  winter  of  1974,  but  North  Kuiu  Island  has  sustained  a massive  habitat  loss 
from  previous  logging  which  almost  certainly  contributes,  to  varying  degress  in  each  VCU  (since 
deer  are  not  generally  mobile  in  selection  of  home  ranges),  to  the  continued  failure  of  Kuiu  deer 
populations  to  rebound  from  severe  winter  conditions. 

Ch.4,  p.16-17 

None  of  this  analysis  is  adequately  site-specific.  There  should  be  an  assessment  of 
potential  impacts  to  black  bear  populations,  along  with  the  deer  and  marten  impacts  analyses. 
Also,  it  is  unclear  what  assumptions  and  methodologies  were  employed  to  create  Tables  4-12  and 
4-13,  or  any  of  the  other  wildlife  impact  analyses  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS. 

Ch.4,  pp.  65-66 

The  subsistence  impacts  analysis  cannot  simply  conclude  that  it  is  not  known  what  the 
potential  impacts  would  be;  it  must  instead  make  some  reasonable  assumptions  and  attempt  to 
predict  the  impacts  based  on  those  assumptions.  Like  the  other  long-term  and  cumulative  impact 
analyses  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  this  one  fails  to  address  site-specific  wildlife,  fisheries,  recreation 
or  subsistence  concerns. 
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CONCLUSION 


After  five  years  of  litigation,  administrative  appeals,  critical  comments  and  numerous 
revisions  of  the  environmental  analysis,  we  find  the  Forest  Service  has  made  little  progress  in 
correcting  basic  flaws  in  the  administration  of  APCs  contract.  This  latest  phase  of  the  DSEIS 
continues  a systematic  failure  to  meet  requirements  of  federal  law.  These  volumes  must  be 
corrected  and  reissued  for  another  round  of  public  comments  if  we  are  to  avoid  further  delays, 
disruptions  and  uncertainties  in  the  management  situation.  It  would  be  preferable  to  take  the  time 
to  correct  these  deficiencies  once  and  for  all  at  this  stage  rather  than  to  rush  into  yet  another 
confrontation  which  must  ultimately  be  resolved  by  the  courts. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  comments  on  this  Phase  II  DSEIS  document. 


Yours  truly, 


Steven  E.  Kallick 

Southeast  Alaska  Conservation  Council 


Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 


FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
Alaska  Legal  Services 
Letter  237 


237-1 

Your  comment  concerns  timber  harvest  impact  on  subsistence.  Most  of  the  alternatives 
presented  in  the  DSEIS  either  propose  no  harvest  in  any  of  the  units  deferred  by  Hanlon  v. 
Barton  (Alternatives  1,  2 and  6)  or  harvest  in  only  a few  of  the  sixteen  deferred  units 
(Alternatives  4 and  5).  Alternative  3 does  propose  entering  all  of  the  deferred  units,  but  we 
do  not  agree  that  these  units  are  critical  to  subsistence  use. 

Within  VCUs  208,  209,  210,  and  212  there  are  1500  acres  of  timber  in  Volume  Classes  6 and 
7 (Phase  II  DEIS,  Chapter  3,  page  13).  The  89  acres  in  those  volume  class  units  deferred  by 
Hanlon  v.  Barton  represent  approximately  six  percent  of  the  total  Class  6 and  7 volume 
available.  Based  on  data  contained  in  Table  4-17  of  the  Analysis  Area  3 document,  there 
would  be  a reduction  of  approximately  10  percent  in  the  potential  deer  numbers  in  VCUs  208, 
209,  210,  and  212.  Based  on  projected  habitat  capability,  potential  deer  numbers  would  be 
reduced  from  906  to  806  in  the  four  VCUs. 

Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence.  Also  see  the  map  of  important 
subsistence  use  areas  now  presented  in  the  FSEIS  as  a result  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings  and 
a request  by  the  State  of  Alaska  that  TRUCS  map  data  be  displayed. 

237-2 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  previously  presented  data  was  not  considered  in  this  DSEIS. 
The  subsistence  sections  of  the  DSEIS  were  prepared  only  after  careful  review  of  all  the 
available  data.  Material  cited  in  Appendix  J of  the  Phase  I SEIS  was  also  used  in  the  analysis 
of  subsistence  uses  in  the  Phase  II  documents  but  was  not  re-cited.  However,  all  remaining 
Phase  I and  Phase  II  DSEIS  reference  material  is  now  cited  in  the  FSEIS.  Additional  data  is 
also  displayed  for  the  reader  in  Theme  Response  5 and  the  FSEIS. 

237-3 

Forest  Service  responsibilities  regarding  evaluation  of  subsistence  are  set  forth  in  ANILCA 
Section  810.  In  Hanlon  v.  Barton,  while  the  Court  recognized  the  agency’s  responsibility 
under  Section  810  to  evaluate  subsistence  before  making  land  use  decisions,  it  did  not  impose 
additional  responsibilities  other  than  those  already  existing  under  ANILCA  Section  810.  The 
assertion  that  the  Forest  Service  has  responsibility  regarding  subsistence  above  that 
specifically  established  by  ANILCA  Section  810  is  incorrect. 
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Furthermore,  the  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  subsistence  analysis  was  cursory.  A variety 
of  studies  and  reports  specific  to  the  analysis  areas  covered,  including  the  very  extensive 
Tongass  Resource  Use  Cooperative  Survey  (TRUCS),  were  used  in  conducting  the  subsistence 
analysis. 

The  reader  is  also  referred  to  Theme  Response  5 and  the  FSEIS  text  for  additional 
information. 

237-4 

The  Forest  Services  disagrees  that  it  is  necessary  to  assign  monetary  values  to  non-priced 
outputs  such  as  subsistence  and  recreational  opportunities.  However,  additional  information 
is  presented  in  the  qualitative  assessments  of  the  costs  of  foregone  opportunities  and  resources 
in  the  FSEIS.  Additional  information  is  also  presented  to  clarify  the  role  of  the  timber 
industry  in  enhancing  community  stability. 

237-5 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  allegation  that  the  decision  of  where  and  how  much  to 
log  was  based  solely  on  economic  concerns.  All  of  the  multiple  resource  values  of  the 
National  Forest  were  considered  in  detail  in  the  DSEIS.  For  example,  data  on  and  potential 
impacts  to  wildlife  resources,  which  are  a major  concern  in  these  areas,  were  presented  on 
the  following  pages  in  Analysis  Area  3 DSEIS;  Chapter  1,  pages  13,  14,  17,  and  18,  Chapter 
2,  pages  2,  60,  99-102,  104,  105,  and  108-111,  Chapter  3,  pages  9,  14,  15,  19-47,  57,  and  85- 
95,  and  Chapter  4,  pages  12-34,  63,  65,  67,  68,  72-81,  and  96-103.  This  is  only  one  example 
of  the  concern  given  to  non-economic  resources  and  values.  A similar  analysis  is  presented 
for  fisheries,  watersheds,  visual,  recreation,  and  cultural  resources. 

The  commentator  may  be  confused  about  the  requirements  that  ANILCA  imposes  on  the 
Forest  Service.  The  Forest  Service’s  responsibilities  under  ANILCA  are  contained  entirely 
in  ANILCA  Section  810.  While  Congress  clearly  demonstrated  a desire  to  provide  the 
opportunity  for  continued  subsistence  use,  it  did  not  elevate  subsistence  above  other  uses  of 
the  forest  at  all  costs. 

237-6 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  SEIS  process  to  log  "as  many  areas  as  possible".  The  Purpose  and 
Need  for  these  supplemental  EISs  is  clearly  stated  in  Chapter  1 of  each  document.  Chapter 
2 clearly  provides  for  the  analysis  of  a range  of  alternatives  to  meet  the  need  stated  in  Chapter 
1.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  6 for  a clarification  of  this  planning  process. 

237-7 

Concerns  about  the  timing  of  the  hearings  are  discussed  in  Theme  Response  1 on  the  public 
involvement  process  and  in  Theme  Response  5 on  the  subsistence  hearing  process. 
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237-8 

Chapter  2 of  the  DSEIS  documents  presents  an  evaluation  of  the  alternatives  based  on 
information  presented  in  Chapter  4.  Chapter  2,  therefore,  only  presents  a summary  and  the 
conclusions  of  the  detailed  analysis  which  is  found  in  Chapter  4. 

Chapter  4 is  broken  down  into  two  parts.  The  first  part  presents  an  analysis  of  the  potential 
impacts  of  only  the  proposed  actions  on  each  of  the  resources  in  the  Analysis  Area.  The 
second  part  of  Chapter  4 evaluates  the  long-term  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  actions 
in  combination  with  impacts  that  might  result  if  the  management  direction  provided  by 
TLMP  continues  unchanged. 

You  are  apparently  confusing  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  from  the  proposed  actions,  which 
are  presented  in  Chapter  2 and  the  first  part  of  Chapter  4,  with  the  discussion  of  long-term, 
cumulative,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  presented  in  the  second  portion  of  Chapter 
4 (pp.  77  and  78  as  quoted  in  the  comment).  There  is  a considerable  difference  between  the 
relatively  minor  actions  proposed  in  the  documents  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  that 
might  take  place  if  forest  management  policies  do  not  change  over  the  next  91  years.  It 
should  therefore  not  be  surprising  that  there  are  different  conclusions  reached  in  the  two 
sections. 

It  might  also  be  noted  that  with  the  TLMP  revision  underway,  it  is  "reasonably  foreseeable" 
that  forest  management  policies  will  change  such  that  the  impacts  to  subsistence  users  may 
be  less  than  projected. 

237-9 

The  Draft  SEIS  does  discuss  the  subsistence  implications  of  a reduction  in  deer  habitat 
capability.  Discussions  of  the  impacts  to  subsistence  users  are  found  in  the  section  on 
subsistence  which  follows  the  wildlife  sections  from  which  your  comment  quotes.  Additional 
information  on  subsistence  uses  was  gathered  during  the  Subsistence  Hearings  and  is  included 
in  the  FSEIS.  The  Forest  Service  would  also  like  to  point  out  the  statements  which  summarize 
the  importance  of  proposed  mitigation  measures  in  minimizing  potential  impacts  (Analysis 
Area  3 DEIS,  Chapter  2,  page  104).  The  statements  were  apparently  deleted  from  the  quotes 
cited  in  the  comments. 

A clear  reading  of  the  DSEIS  indicates  that  the  "may  significantly  impact"  finding  is  a result 
of  the  long-term  cumulative  impacts  which  result  in  increased  competition.  There  is  a 
potential  conflict  between  subsistence  and  non-subsistence  users  because  of  this  increased 
competition.  It  is  this  conflict  which  may  lead  to  a restriction  of  subsistence  resources. 
Increased  competition  is  a result  of  many  factors  including  private  land  management 
activities,  State  of  Alaska  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  regulations,  State  of  Alaska  ferry 
access  to  remote  areas  of  the  Tongass,  as  well  as  past  and  proposed  actions  of  the  Forest 
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Service.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 on  subsistence  and  to  the  FSEIS  for  clarification 
of  the  reasons  behind  the  "may"  finding. 

237-10 

The  data  from  the  Division  of  Wildlife  Conservation,  State  of  Alaska  referred  to  in  your 
comment  was  released  after  the  DSEIS  was  released.  This  information  is  included  in  the 
additional  information  provided  in  the  FSEIS.  Please  also  refer  to  the  discussion  of  increased 
demands  for  deer  for  sport  and  subsistence  harvests  provided  in  Theme  Response  5. 

237-11 

ALS  states  that  "[generally,  biologists  agree  that  only  10%  of  a deer  herd  can  be  killed  each 
year  to  maintain  the  long-term  viability  of  the  herd."  The  DSEIS  in  Phase  I indicated  that 
a range  from  10  to  30  percent  of  a deer  herd  may  be  killed  in  a year  without  threatening  the 
long-term  viability  of  the  herd.  The  value  of  10  percent  was  used  in  Phase  II  because  this 
is  the  value  used  by  ADF&G.  It  is  not  true  that  biologists  have  reached  a consensus  on 
appropriate  harvest  levels.  Not  only  do  biologists  disagree  about  what  percentage  of  a total 
population  constitutes  a sustainable  harvest,  but  biologists  agree  that  the  level  could  change 
from  year  to  year  depending  on  changes  in  such  variables  as  the  population  age  and  sex 
structure,  changes  in  habitat  capability,  and  changes  in  management  objectives  (Downing 
1980,  Savidge  and  Ziesenis  1980,  Denney  1978).  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 
concerning  the  models  used  to  determine  habitat  capability  and  the  assumptions  behind  those 
models,  and  to  Theme  Response  7 concerning  the  Sitka  black-tailed  deer. 

ALS  is  apparently  making  a distinction  between  subsistence  users  who  are  residents  of 
established  communities  and  subsistence  users  who  are  residents  of  logging  camps.  Further, 
you  have  apparently  combined  subsistence  users  from  logging  camps  with  sport  hunters  from 
outside  of  the  area.  These  distinctions  are  not  in  accordance  with  legal  definitions  of 
subsistence  uses  and  tend  to  distort  the  demands  for  deer.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response 
5 concerning  subsistence  uses. 

237-12 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  it  did  not  evaluate  the  effects  of  clearcutting  and  access 
roads  on  subsistence  uses.  These  impacts  were  evaluated  in  Chapter  4 of  each  document. 
We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  there  are  many  other  factors  that  contribute  to  the  issue 
of  overhunting  on  northeast  Chichagof  Island.  Collectively,  the  combined  impacts  of  private 
land  management  activities,  including  timber  harvest  and  road  building  on  Native  lands.  State 
of  Alaska  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  regulations.  State  of  Alaska  ferry  access  to  subsistence 
use  areas,  and  Forest  Service  land  management  must  all  be  considered  in  a finding  that  there 
may  be  a significant  impact  to  subsistence  uses.  The  analysis  of  these  factors  presented  in 
Chapter  4 of  the  DSEIS  did  find  that  there  may  be  a significant  impact  to  subsistence  uses 
based  on  the  effects  of  these  combined  actions  and  therefore,  subsistence  hearings  were  held. 
Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  subsistence  uses  and  the  determination  of 
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significance.  The  FSEIS  contains  further  information  that  was  used  in  determining  potential 
impacts  to  subsistence  uses. 

Based  on  public  comments,  there  appears  to  be  confusion  about  the  distinction  between 
impacts  from  the  proposed  action  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  potential  impacts.  In 
response  to  this  confusion,  the  FSEIS  has  been  amended  to  separate  the  long-term,  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  from  the  long-term  impacts  that  might  result  from  the 
combination  of  the  management  direction  envisioned  in  TLMP,  and  a continuation  of  current 
State  of  Alaska  and  private  land  management  directions. 

237-13 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  hunter  success  rates  have  been  discounted.  Hunter  success 
rates  may  be  an  indication  of  deer  population  trends  but  it  should  be  recognized  that  there 
are  many  factors  that  affect  deer  population  trends.  In  addition  to  timber  harvest  and  road 
building  on  National  Forest  lands,  timber  harvest  and  road  building  on  private  lands.  State 
of  Alaska  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  regulations,  and  State  of  Alaska  transportation 
systems  that  provide  sport  hunters  with  easy  access  to  subsistence  areas  all  contribute  to 
increased  competition  and  potential  overhunting  of  deer  populations.  Please  refer  to  Theme 
Response  7 for  further  clarification  of  the  issues  surrounding  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  habitat 
capability. 

237-14 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  effects  of  the  proposed  actions  on  wildlife  habitat  were 
not  discussed  in  the  DSEIS  (for  example,  see  Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  4 pages  12-22).  In 
addition,  the  effects  of  the  proposed  actions  on  habitat  capability  for  the  brown  bear,  Sitka 
black-tailed  deer,  and  pine  marten,  were  discussed  in  the  DSEIS  in  Chapter  4 in  the  section 
on  Wildlife  (in  Analysis  Area  3 this  discussion  is  on  pages  23-34).  Please  refer  to  Theme 
Response  7 for  clarification  of  the  models  that  were  used  in  determining  effects  on  habitat 
capability,  and  theme  responses  3 and  4 for  clarification  of  the  impacts  specific  to  brown 
bears  and  deer.  As  the  discussion  clearly  indicates,  habitat  capability  is  affected  by  many 
factors  in  addition  to  the  relatively  minor  changes  in  total  forest  cover  that  might  occur  as 
a result  of  the  actions  proposed  in  the  DSEIS. 

There  is  also  apparent  confusion  about  the  difference  between  the  proposed  actions  covered 
in  this  document  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable,  cumulative  impacts  that  might  result  from 
continued  implementation  of  TLMP.  The  discussion  of  the  long-term  impacts  assumes  that 
current  management  direction  will  continue.  The  current  management  direction  is  presented 
in  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (TLMP).  Although  TLMP  is  currently  under  revision, 
the  final  form  those  revisions  will  take  is  still  uncertain,  and  projecting  long-term,  cumulative 
impacts  based  on  alternative  long-term  management  direction  is  outside  of  the  scope  of  this 
Supplement 


RESPONSE:  Letter  237 


Page  6 


The  discussion  of  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  also  includes  the  potential  impacts  from  all 
sources,  including  timber  harvest  and  road  building  on  private  lands,  and  a continuation  of 
current  State  of  Alaska  management  direction  with  respect  to  sport  and  subsistence  hunting 
regulations  and  access  to  remote  areas  via  the  ferry  system.  AH  of  these  factors,  over  the 
long-term,  could  result  in  significant  impacts  to  wildlife,  particularly  brown  bears  on 
northeast  Chichagof  Island,  as  pointed  out  in  comments  and  in  the  DSEIS. 

237-15 

The  State  of  Alaska,  including  ADF&G,  has  reviewed  the  DSEIS  and  their  comments  are 
responded  to  in  the  Forest  Service’s  responses  to  the  Office  of  the  Governor.  The  comments 
by  Flynn  and  Schroeder,  referred  to  by  ALS,  do  not  represent  official  ADF&G  or  State  of 
Alaska  concerns  and  were  not  included  in  the  State’s  comments.  These  attached  comments 
by  individuals  who  work  for  the  State  of  Alaska  represent  individual  concerns  and  will  be 
treated  as  individual  comments  to  the  DSEIS. 

237-16 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  reliable,  relevant  scientific  data  was  ignored  in  the  SEIS 
evaluations  of  the  short  and  long  term  impacts  to  subsistence  uses.  In  addition  to  data 
collected  during  previous  NEPA  processes  and  during  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  litigation,  data 
was  collected  for  the  SEIS  process  and  during  the  subsistence  hearing  process.  This  data  is 
presented  in  the  FSEIS.  Additional  citations  are  also  made  in  the  FSEIS.  Please  also  refer  to 
Theme  Response  5 for  a more  complete  response  to  concerns  dealing  with  subsistence  data. 


237-17 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  contention  that  meaningful  public  response  to 
subsistence  concerns  was  not  possible.  Please  refer  to  the  Theme  Responses  dealing  with 
public  involvement  (Theme  Response  1)  and  with  subsistence  (Theme  Response  5)  for  a 
description  of  the  opportunities  available  for  public  comment  and  the  public  comments 
received. 

237-18 

The  purpose  of  the  Open  Houses,  held  prior  to  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  was  to  allow  people 
to  meet  with  Interdisciplinary  Team  members  and  ask  questions  concerning  the  documents. 
The  Subsistence  Hearings  followed  these  Open  Houses.  The  Hearing  Record,  which  is 
included  in  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  I,  B-l,  indicates  that  people  who  chose 
to  participate  in  the  hearings  were  able  to  understand  the  alternatives  presented  and  the 
impacts  evaluated  in  the  DSEIS.  The  more  than  200  pages  of  testimony  that  was  submitted 
at  the  Subsistence  Hearings  indicates  that  people  who  chose  to  participate  in  the  hearing 
process  were  successful  in  articulating  their  concerns.  Please  also  refer  to  the  Theme 
Responses  on  public  involvement  and  process  (Theme  Responses  1 and  6)  for  an  explanation 
of  the  objective  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings  and  the  reasoning  behind  the  format  used. 
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237-19 

In  the  Hanlon  \. Barton  Settlement  Agreement,  the  Forest  Service  acknowledged  that  there  was 
concern  about  subsistence  resources  and  uses.  Therefore,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Forest  Service 
would  analyze  the  available  data  in  the  SEIS  and  would  hold  subsistence  hearings.  The 
purpose  of  this  process  is  to  come  to  an  independent  conclusion  on  the  potential  impacts  to 
subsistence  resources.  The  DSEIS  finding  that  the  reasonably  foreseeable,  cumulative  impacts 
may  restrict  subsistence  use  was  arrived  at  only  as  a result  of  detailed  analysis,  and  not  as  a 
requirement  of  the  Settlement  Agreement.  It  is  not  correct  to  say  that  Section  810  of 
ANILCA  imposes  more  than  procedural  requirements  on  the  agency.  Please  also  refer  to 
Theme  Response  5 for  an  explanation  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810  process. 

237-20 

The  stated  purpose  of  the  SEIS  is  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  fulfilling  the  Forest  Service’s 
contractual  obligations  with  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  (Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need 
Section  of  all  four  DSEISs).  The  purpose  is  not,  as  you  assert,  simply  to  maximize  economic 
gain  for  the  owners  of  the  pulp  mill.  The  section  you  quote  continues  with  the  explanation 
that  "[t]he  objectives  of  timber  harvest  result  from  specific  guidelines  furnished  through 
legislation  and  historic  direction  related  to  employment,  price  stability,  economic  efficiency, 
foreign  relations,  small  business,  economic  growth  and  development,  community  stability,  and 
national  security"  (Analysis  Area  3 DSEIS, Chapter  4,  page  58).  Please  also  refer  to  the 
Appendix  "Responses  to  Phase  I Public  Concerns"  (Appendix  B-3,  A A3  and  AA12;  Appendix 
B-l,  AA2  and  AA6)  for  an  elaboration  of  the  purposes  and  scope  of  this  SEIS  process. 

237-21 

As  was  pointed  out  in  response  237-1,  most  of  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  DSEIS  either 
propose  no  harvest  in  any  of  the  units  deferred  by  Hanlon  v.  Barton  ( Alternatives  1,  2 and 
6)  or  harvest  in  only  a few  of  the  sixteen  deferred  units  (Alternatives  4 and  5).  Alternative 
3 is  the  only  alternative  that  proposes  entering  all  of  the  deferred  units.  Please  refer  to  the 
map  of  subsistence  use  areas  now  included  in  the  FSEIS.  In  addition,  it  was  the  purpose  of 
the  Subsistence  Hearings  to  determine  which  specific  harvest  units  were  important  to 
subsistence  users.  Since  that  is  data  that  was  not  available  prior  to  the  release  of  the  DSEIS, 
one  could  not  expect  to  find  it  in  those  documents.  The  results  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings 
have  been  analyzed  and  are  included  in  the  FSEIS. 

The  Forest  Service  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  you  have  misquoted  the  document’s 
conclusions  concerning  the  impacts  of  Alternative  3 and  also  gave  an  incorrect  page  citation 
for  that  quotation.  The  correct  page  citation  is  Chapter  2,  page  109.  The  quoted  sentence 
summarizes  potential  impacts  to  subsistence  and  brown  bear  viability  that  might  occur  "unless 
the  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  adopted."  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Forest  Service  to  apply 
mitigation,  enhancement,  and  preventative  measures  wherever  appropriate  and  necessary  to 
minimize  impacts  to  valuable  resources. 
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ALS  also  apparently  believes  that  Section  810  of  ANILCA  elevates  subsistence  uses  above  all 
other  legitimate  uses  of  National  Forest  lands.  Section  810  does  not  prohibit  Federal  land  use 
actions  which  may  adversely  affect  subsistence  uses.  Section  810  does  set  forth  a procedure 
through  which  such  effects  must  be  considered,  and  provides  that  actions  which  would 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  can  only  be  undertaken  if  they  are  determined  to  be 
necessary,  consistent  with  the  sound  utilization  of  public  lands,  use  the  minimum  necessary 
public  land,  and  incorporate  reasonable  mitigation.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for 
clarification  of  the  requirements  which  Section  810  imposes  on  the  Forest  Service  with  regard 
to  subsistence  uses. 

237-22 

The  use  of  the  term  "primary-use  subsistence  communities"  has  been  misunderstood.  This 
term  was  not  intended  to  imply  any  legal  distinction.  All  subsistence  resources  and  users  in 
Analysis  Area  3 were  considered.  The  subsistence  use  patterns  of  the  residents  of  the  villages 
of  Gustavus,  Angoon,  Haines,  Kake,  Skagway,  and  Sitka  were  evaluated.  Detailed  data  on 
the  subsistence  use  patterns  of  these  communities  were  not  presented  in  the  DSEIS  because 
they  are  voluminous,  but  they  were  and  are  available  in  the  Planning  Record. 

Use  patterns  for  all  communities  were  summarized  in  the  DSEIS  in  Chapter  3,  both  in  the  text 
and  in  several  tables.  For  example,  in  Analysis  Area  3,  the  Subsistence  section  includes  all 
of  the  subsistence  communities  in  Table  3-28,  Figure  3-18,  and  Tables  3-29,  3-30,  and  3- 
31,  as  well  as  text  on  pages  86-95.  Additional  information  on  subsistence  uses  from  the 
Planning  Record  and  from  the  Subsistence  Hearing  Record  for  all  communities  is  presented 
in  the  FSEIS  and  in  Theme  Response  5. 

Detailed  analysis  of  the  subsistence  use  patterns  for  the  villages  of  Hoonah  and  Tenakee 
Springs  were  included  in  the  DSEIS  because  the  level  of  use  in  the  Analysis  Area  attributable 
to  those  two  communities  is  much  higher  than  that  of  other  subsistence  communities.  This 
form  of  presentation  was  not  meant  to  imply  that  subsistence  users  from  Hoonah  and  Tenakee 
Springs  were  somehow  more  important  than  other  subsistence  users,  but  only  that  their  level 
of  use  in  the  Analysis  Area  was  higher.  For  the  purposes  of  ANILCA  Section  810,  the  Forest 
Service  does  not  make  a distinction  between  subsistence  users  based  on  their  level  of  use 
within  the  Analysis  Area. 

The  quantitative  measurements  of  hours  engaged  in  subsistence  uses  or  pounds  of  meat  or  fish 
taken  for  subsistence  purposes  are  one  type  of  measure  of  the  importance  of  those  subsistence 
resources  to  an  individual  or  community.  It  is  true  that  quantitative  measurements  in  and  of 
themselves  are  not  a total  measure  of  the  importance  of  subsistence,  and  that  is  why  ANILCA 
refers  to  the  social  and  cultural  importance  of  subsistence.  However,  quantitative 
measurements  are  the  only  objective  criteria  for  analyzing  subsistence.  One  of  the  purposes 
of  holding  subsistence  hearings,  as  well  as  the  TRUCS  study,  was  to  gain  information  on  the 
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qualitative  as  well  as  the  quantitative  importance  of  certain  areas  and  resources  to  a 
subsistence  lifestyle. 

Please  refer  to  the  Analysis  Area  6 document  for  a detailed  analysis  of  the  high  subsistence 
use  areas  of  Angoon  and  Sitka.  While  these  communities  may  be  high  subsistence  use  areas, 
they  do  not  make  as  much  use  of  Analysis  Area  3 as  the  communities  of  Hoonah  and  Tenakee 
Springs.  Subsistence  users  from  Angoon  and  Sitka  make  much  more  use  of  Analysis  Area  6, 
and,  therefore,  those  communities  were  covered  in  that  document. 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  necessary  subsistence  data  was  not  compiled  or  that  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  actions  on  subsistence  uses  was  not  evaluated.  Please  also  refer  to 
Theme  Response  5,  and  the  FSEIS. 

237-23 

It  is  an  incorrect  assertion  that  ANILCA  requires  the  three  findings  set  forth  in  Section  810 
to  be  made  at  the  draft  stage  of  an  EIS.  Since  no  withdrawal  or  use  of  the  land  is  made  until 
the  ROD  is  signed,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  these  findings  at  the  draft  stage.  It  is  only 
logical  that  findings  would  be  made  after  all  of  the  information,  including  information 
gathered  during  the  subsistence  hearing  process,  has  been  gathered.  Please  also  refer  to 
Theme  Responses  5 and  6 for  clarification  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810  requirements  and 
process. 

237-24 

It  is  not  possible  to  conclude  at  the  draft  SEIS  stage  that  a breach  of  contract  would  be 
inevitable.  It  is  necessary  to  consider  the  volume  that  will  be  available  from  all  four  Analysis 
Areas  and  determine  if  that  volume  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  contract  requirements.  It  is  not 
possible  to  know  what  volumes  will  be  available  from  other  Analysis  Areas  until  the  NEPA 
process  is  complete  and  the  ROD  is  issued.  However,  it  is  possible  to  project  that 
Alternatives  1 and  2 would  significantly  increase  the  chance  that  a breach  of  contract  would 
result.  To  avoid  a breach  of  contract,  the  volume  that  is  not  harvested  under  Alternative  1 
or  2 in  Analysis  Area  3 would  have  to  be  harvested  in  one  of  the  other  three  Analysis  Areas. 
It  is  possible  that  there  would  not  be  sufficient  volume  available  from  these  other  areas  to 
meet  the  balance  of  the  contract  requirement.  Please  also  refer  to  Appendix  C of  the  Phase 
I DSEIS  for  reference  to  the  January  4,  1985  agreement  with  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation. 

237-25 

The  Draft  SEIS  does  discuss  mitigation  measures  (for  wildlife,  as  an  example)  which  would 
relate  to  subsistence  use.  Once  all  of  the  subsistence  data  have  been  gathered  and  analyzed, 
including  the  results  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  then  specific  subsistence  mitigation 
measures  may  be  discussed.  Please  refer  to  the  FSEIS  for  a complete  discussion  of  mitigation 
measures  proposed,  including  measures  which  are  designed  specifically  to  mitigate  impacts 
to  subsistence  resources. 
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237-26 

The  development  of  additional  logging  camps  is  not  a foreseeable,  long-term  impact  of  the 
proposed  action,  nor  is  it  a cumulative  impact.  Rather,  the  impact  from  the  development  of 
additional  logging  camps  is  similar  to  the  impact  of  connecting  two  road  systems;  it  is  an  all 
or  nothing  impact  which  would  be  evaluated  at  the  time  it  is  proposed.  Additional  logging 
camps  would  require  a special  use  permit  which  could  only  be  issued  after  the  NEPA  process 
had  been  complied  with. 

ALS  continues  to  make  a distinction  between  the  subsistence  rights  of  their  clients  and  the 
equally  legitimate  subsistence  rights  of  logging  camp  residents  in  subsistence  use  areas. 
Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  the  State  regulations  concerning 
legitimate  subsistence  uses. 

237-27 

The  DSEIS  lists  a variety  of  mitigation  measures  for  minimizing  the  impacts  of  timber  harvest 
activities  on  other  resources.  These  include  the  proper  location  of  activities  and  application 
of  Standards  and  Guidelines  associated  with  carrying  out  those  activities  (described  in  the 
DSEIS,  Chapter  4,  on  pages  99-101  in  AA3,  for  example).  In  addition,  road  management 
measures  such  as  road  closures  can  be  a valuable  tool  for  minimizing  impacts  to  wildlife 
(discussed  in  A A3,  Chapter  4 on  pages  101-103,  for  example).  Site-specific  applications  of 
mitigation  measures  are  described  on  the  Unit  Cards  for  each  proposed  harvest  unit.  Please 
refer  to  Theme  Response  4 for  a further  clarification  of  the  mitigation  measures  discussed 
in  the  SEIS. 

237-28 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  subsistence  evaluation  is  not  site  specific.  In  Chapter 
3,  figures  clearly  show  community  uses  of  the  various  subsistence  resources  by  VCU  (Figure 
3-18  in  AA3;  Figure  3-25  in  AA12;  Figure  3-18  in  AA6;  and  Figure  3-20  in  AA2).  In 
addition,  subsistence  uses  are  detailed  on  subsistence  maps  included  in  the  FSEIS  from  the 
Planning  Record  and  from  information  gathered  during  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  Please 
refer  also  to  Theme  Response  4 for  further  clarification  of  the  site-specific  nature  of  the 
subsistence  analysis. 

237-29 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  6 for  a clarification  of  the  planning  and  NEPA  review 
processes.  The  review  of  the  potential  impacts  to  subsistence  resources  is  not  complete  with 
the  DSEIS,  as  ALS  seems  to  believe.  Proposed  logging  activities  do  not  proceed  with  the 
completion  of  the  DSEIS,  but  rather,  a decision  is  made  in  the  ROD  based  on  the  information 
and  analysis  in  the  FSEIS. 
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237-30 

Your  comment  states  that  the  Forest  Service  has  failed  to  respond  to  concerns  raised  by 
ADF&G.  The  State  of  Alaska  has  commented  on  the  DSEIS  and  those  comments  included 
concerns  raised  by  the  Department  of  Fish  & Game.  Forest  Service  responses  to  the  State  of 
Alaska  (Letter  233)  are  included  in  this  Appendix.  The  memoranda  attached  to  Alaska  Legal 
Services’  main  letter  (Letter  237)  are  not  official  ADF&G  comments,  but  are  rather  the 
opinions  of  individuals  who  happen  to  work  for  the  State.  Since  the  comments  in  the 
attachments  were  incorporated  into  ALS’s  letter  by  reference  they  will  be  treated  as  your 
concerns  and  are  numbered  237-30  through  237-108.  Please  refer  to  response  237-15  for  a 
clarification  of  this  position. 

You  are  apparently  not  aware  of  the  numerous  opportunities  the  ADF&G  has  had  to  work 
with  the  Forest  Service  on  this  SEIS  process.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  1 concerning 
public  involvement  for  a clarification  of  the  role  of  the  State  in  this  NEPA  process.  Other 
theme  responses,  including  responses  concerning  deer  (7),  site  specificity  (4),  and  subsistence 
(5),  contain  numerous  examples  of  ADF&G  involvement  in  this  planning  process. 

237-31 

Your  comment  concerns  the  range  of  alternatives  evaluated.  The  range  of  alternatives 
presented  in  Chapter  2 of  each  document  clearly  include  both  a No  Action  Alternative  and 
a No  Further  Harvest  Alternative.  Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  6 concerning  the  planning 
process  for  a clarification  of  the  range  of  alternatives  presented. 

237-32 

In  response  to  your  concerns  about  effects  to  wildlife,  please  refer  to  responses  237-8  and 
237-14. 

237-33 

Concerning  the  effects  of  recreation  and  hunting,  the  recreation  sections  of  the  long-term  and 
cumulative  impacts  portions  of  Chapter  4 of  each  DSEIS  do  acknowledge  that  as  the  number 
of  roads  increase  over  the  long  term,  sport  hunting  access  may  increase.  Subsistence  hunting 
is  discussed  in  the  sections  on  subsistence  rather  than  recreation.  Additional  information  is 
also  presented  in  the  FSEIS  to  support  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  DSEIS. 

237-34 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 concerning  the  models  used  to  determine  habitat  capability 
for  several  species.  Theme  Response  9 discusses  the  definition  of  deer  winter  range  used  in 
the  DSEIS  and  the  habitat  capability  models  used. 


237-35 
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Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  2 for  a clarification  of  the  Forest  Service’s  position  on  timber 
harvest  activities  in  Trap  Bay  and  the  completion  of  the  Kadashan  Road. 

237-36 

Your  comment  concerns  the  harvest  of  riparian  spruce.  The  Forest  Service  inventory  of 
streamside  riparian  lands  for  Analysis  Area  3 (Draft  SEIS,  Chapter  3,  page  23)  indicates 
approximately  8,300  acres  of  this  habitat  type  existed  prior  to  harvesting  activities.  Timber 
harvest  through  September  1,  1988  has  left  approximately  7,700  acres  of  this  habitat  (Chapter 
3,  page  27)  which  represents  93  percent  of  the  pre-harvest  total.  The  total  acreage  of  forested 
lands  which  includes  all  habitat  types  within  Analysis  Area  3 is  approximately  164,000  acres, 
which  includes  streamside  riparian,  inland  wetland,  beach  fringe,  and  estuarine  fringe.  As 
the  pre-harvest  table  (page  23)  indicates,  acreages  of  inland  wetland,  estuarine  fringe,  and 
beach  fringe  habitats  are  considerably  less  than  streamside  riparian.  If  a small  total  acreage 
of  habitat  indicates  a relative  "rare"  forest  type,  then  it  should  be  noted  that  streamside 
riparian  zones  are  more  common  than  all  other  habitats  bordering  shorelines.  The  issue 
regarding  a moratorium  on  further  harvest  in  these  habitats  needs  to  be  addressed  during 
revision  of  the  TLMP  forest  plan.  For  further  information  on  the  planning  process,  please 
see  Theme  Response  6. 

237-37 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  1 for  a clarification  of  the  implementation  of  the  old-growth 
prescriptions.  The  Forest  Service  also  disagrees  that  old  growth-related  concerns  were  not 
addressed  in  the  DSEIS.  In  AA3,  for  example,  old  growth  was  specifically  discussed  on  the 
following  pages:  1-17,  2-99  through  101,  3-9,  3-10,  3-28,  3-30,  3-32,  3-38,  4-22,  4-23, 
and  4-77.  In  addition,  information  on  old-growth  prescriptions  was  used  in  the  models  to 
determine  the  impact  of  timber  harvest  activities  on  the  Sitka  black-tailed  deer,  brown  bear 
and  pine  marten. 

237-38 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 for  a clarification  of  the  habitat  capability  models  used  in 
the  analysis  of  impacts  in  the  DSEIS. 

237-39 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  3 for  a specific  response  to  the  issue  of  brown  bear 
population  viability. 

237-40 

Data  required  to  be  collected  under  the  monitoring  plan  are  noted  on  the  Unit  Cards  for 
completed  harvest  units.  These  units  cards  are  available  for  public  review  in  the  planning 
record. 
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237-41 

The  impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  sport  and  subsistence  wildlife  uses  are  addressed  in  many 
places  in  the  DSEIS  documents.  Your  assertion  that  these  impacts  are  not  addressed  has  been 
responded  to  in  237-1, 237-2,  237-3,  237-5,  237-9,  237-12,  237-13,  and  in  Theme  Responses 
1 and  5. 

237-42 

In  response  to  your  concern  that  the  DSEIS  used,  but  did  not  give  citations  for,  unpublished 
materials,  all  remaining  Phase  I and  Phase  II  DSEIS  reference  material  is  now  cited  in  the 
FSEIS. 

237-43 

Theme  Response  3 explains  why  brown  bear  habitat  capability  model  information  was  not 
included  in  the  DSEISs  for  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6.  At  the  time  these  documents  were 
developed  this  was  not  perceived  to  be  an  issue  in  those  areas.  Based  on  public  response,  this 
data  is  now  presented  in  the  FSEIS. 

237-44 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  it  is  necessary  to  include  modeling  of  black  bear  habitat 
capability  for  Analysis  Area  12.  During  development  and  review  of  the  1981-86  EIS,  impacts 
on  the  black  bear  resulting  from  timber  harvest  activities  were  not  identified  as  an  issue. 
Further,  review  during  the  1986-90  EIS  scoping  process  and  throughout  all  court  appeals 
did  not  identify  this  as  an  issue  (Appendix  B-4,  DSEIS).  The  DSEIS  did  provide  adequate 
information  regarding  black  bear  sport  hunting  (Chapter  3,  page  30-31),  forest  harvest 
impacts  on  black  bear  habitat  (Chapter  4,  page  16),  and  long-term  forest  harvest  impacts 
(Chapter  4,  page  55).  Each  of  these  impact  discussions  dealt  with  the  harvest  effects  related 
to  habitat  changes.  Continuing  wildlife  habitat  research  has  clearly  shown  that  evaluating 
habitat  changes  provides  a valid  indication  of  animal  population  change.  This  data  further 
provides  adequate  information  to  make  a reasoned  choice  among  alternative  actions. 

237-45 

The  DSEISs  do  not  state  or  imply  that  the  distance  to  salt  water  is  a factor  affecting  the 
quality  of  deer  habitat.  Rather,  the  documents  repeatedly  emphasize  that  the  low  elevation 
forested  habitats,  beach  fringe  and  estuarine,  are  the  most  important  factors  affecting  deer 
habitat  quality.  It  happens  that  these  low  elevation  habitats  in  Southeast  Alaska  tend  to  be 
near  salt  water. 

237-46 

It  is  true  that  the  pine  marten  model  used  in  the  DSEIS  did  not  include  impact  analysis  related 
to  road  density.  The  Final  SEIS  includes  this  information.  For  further  clarification  on  data 
adequacy  and  model  analysis,  please  see  Theme  Response  9. 
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237-47 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  9 for  a clarification  of  the  accuracy  of  the  habitat  inventory 
databases  used  in  the  habitat  capability  modeling. 

237-48 

Please  see  our  response  to  237-42. 

237-49 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  an  explanation  of  the  reasons  why  the  subsistence  use 
area  maps  which  were  not  included  in  the  DSEIS  are  now  included  in  the  FSEIS. 

237-50 

CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR  1502.22)  do  not  require  the  agency  to  outline  gaps  in  the  data  "that 
need  to  be  filled  by  further  research."  Regulations  simply  require  the  agency  to  state  where 
information  is  incomplete  or  unavailable.  If  feasible,  research  may  be  conducted  to  obtain 
relevant,  essential  information,  but  further  research  is  otherwise  not  required.  The 
information  that  was  available  provided  an  adequate  basis  for  making  a reasoned  choice 
between  the  alternatives.  TRUCs  and  other  similar  data  are  recognized  as  an  evolving 
database  that  is  continually  improved  and  updated.  The  TRUCs  reports  have  not  been 
released  as  final  documents  and  when  complete  will  identify  gaps  in  the  available  information. 

237-51 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 for  a response  to  your  repeated  assertion  that  the  documents 
are  not  adequately  site  specific. 

237-52 

We  refer  you  again  to  Theme  Response  5 for  an  explanation  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810 
evaluation  and  determination  process.  ANILCA  810  determinations  are  not  required  in  the 
Draft.  Determinations  are  made  in  the  Final  SEIS  after  all  of  the  relevant  data  including  the 
results  of  the  subsistence  hearings  have  been  collected  and  evaluated. 

237-53 

We  refer  you  to  Theme  Response  5 for  clarification  of  the  proper  location  of  subsistence 
mitigation  measures.  It  is  not  necessary  to  detail  subsistence  mitigation  measures  until  a 
determination  of  significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  has  been  made. 

237-54 

See  our  response  to  237-52. 
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237-55 

We  direct  you  to  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  and  to  the  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume 
III,  D,  the  Notice  of  Intent,  for  the  appropriate  explanations  and  background  of  the  reasons 
why  these  documents  are  being  written. 

237-56 

Alaska  Legal  Services  was  involved  in  the  Settlement  Agreement  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton , and  was 
aware  of  the  extension  of  the  time  line  for  completion  of  the  supplement. 

237-57 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  your  statement  that  the  DSEISs  do  not  reflect  the  stated 
purposed  in  the  Notice  of  Intent  with  regard  to  site-specific  effects,  cumulative  impacts. 
Section  810  ANILCA  evaluation  and  determination,  and  mitigation.  The  process  is  not 
complete,  particularly  with  regard  to  ANILCA  810  evaluation  and  determination  and 
mitigation,  and  the  appropriate  determinations  will  be  made  in  the  FSEIS.  Please  see  Theme 
Responses  4 and  5,  which  deal  with  site  specificity  and  subsistence  concerns.  You  are 
incorrect  about  the  purpose  of  the  Phase  II  SEIS.  See  Chapter  1,  Purpose  and  Need,  and  the 
Notice  of  Intent,  for  a clarification  of  the  purpose  of  the  Phase  II  SEIS. 

237-58 

The  legal  background  you  refer  to  may  be  found  in  the  Appendices  of  both  the  Phase  I and 
Phase  II  documents.  The  June  26,  1987  Memorandum  and  Order  filed  in  the  case  of  Tenakee 
Springs  v.  Courtright  is  reproduced  in  Appendix  B of  the  Phase  I Draft  SEIS.  The  Settlement 
Agreements  in  both  the  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtright  and  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  cases  are 
reproduced  in  Appendix  A of  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEISs. 

237-59 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  subsistence  data  used  in  the  evaluation. 
237-60 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  8 concerning  the  presentation  of  data  in  the  planning  record 
rather  than  the  DSEIS.  Considerable  volumes  of  data  have  been  incorporated  into  the  DSEIS 
analysis  by  reference  (per  CEQ  regulations,  Section  1502.21).  In  addition,  the  sections  on 
subsistence  in  the  DSEIS  are  not  as  short  as  you  state.  For  example,  in  A A3,  16  pages  deal 
specifically  with  subsistence  uses.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  subsistence  issues  are  dealt 
with  in  many  places  in  the  document  other  than  sections  labeled  specifically  "subsistence." 
For  example,  the  discussions  on  impacts  to  wildlife  relate  directly  to  subsistence  uses.  Finally, 
land  use  decisions  are  not  made  at  the  draft  stage  of  an  EIS  process.  Please  refer  to  Theme 
Response  6 for  a clarification  of  the  NEPA  process. 
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237-61 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  documents  are  not  site  specific.  Please  refer  to  Theme 
Response  4 concerning  site  specificity. 

237-62 

See  response  237-52. 

237-63 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  subsistence  data  adequacy. 

237-64 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Responses  1 and  5 for  a clarification  of  the  subsistence  hearing  process. 
237-65 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  ANILCA  810  requirements.  ANILCA 
810  does  not  require  an  agency  to  evaluate  substitution  of  other  lands  for  logging  or 
subsistence  mitigation  measures  until  a determination  of  a significant  restriction  of 
subsistence  uses  has  been  made.  ANILCA  810  determinations  are  not  made  in  the  Draft  SEIS 
prior  to  subsistence  hearings. 

Chapter  1 of  the  DSEIS  does  discuss  each  alternative  considered  but  not  evaluated  further. 
Appendix  B-3  also  provides  additional  discussion  on  this  topic.  The  conclusion  of  these 
discussions  indicates  that  timber  volume  to  meet  APC  contract  obligations  must  come  from 
Forest  Service  land  within  the  APC  Contract  Area.  Finally,  the  Phase  I SEIS  evaluated  the 
entire  APC  Contract  Area  and  concluded  that  Analysis  Areas  2,  3,  6,  and  12  would  be  further 
evaluated  in  Phase  II.  Phase  II  examined  alternatives  within  each  Analysis  Area  including 
mitigation  measures.  Those  proposed  mitigation  measures  (Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  4,  page 
100)  included  protection  of  biological  and  land  resources,  scenic  areas,  and  cultural  sites. 

237-66 

See  response  237-61. 

237-67 

See  response  237-63. 

237-68 

Alternative  3 was  tentatively  identified  as  a preferred  alternative  pending  public  review  and 
comment.  Subsistence  uses  have  been  and  continue  to  be  considered  carefully;  however, 
ALS  should  be  aware  that  ANILCA  does  not  elevate  subsistence  above  all  other  uses  of  the 
National  Forest.  Subsistence  impacts  are  not  the  only  factor  that  may  influence  a final  land 
use  decision. 
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237-69 

The  ROD  will  provide  a description  for  monitoring  impacts  on  subsistence  needs.  A 
monitoring  plan  was  included  in  the  1986-90  EIS,  and  included  in  Appendix  B-5  of  the 
DSEIS.  The  1986-90  monitoring  plan  will  continue  and  will  provide  the  following  additions 
described  in  the  ROD:  an  annual  evaluation  of  monitoring  results  for  mitigation 

effectiveness,  implementation  of  the  research  design  established  with  the  Historical 
Preservation  Officer,  and  streamside  management  programs.  All  these  activities  will  be  done 
in  cooperation  with  ADF&G. 

237-70 

Your  comment  refers  to  page  2-31  of  the  AA2  DSEIS.  This  is  a summary  table  which 
contains  extremely  concise  statements  that  should  not  be  taken  out  of  the  context  of  the  whole 
document,  including  Chapter  4,  where  the  detailed  data,  analysis,  and  conclusions  are 
presented.  Regarding  data  provided  to  Mr.  Newhouse,  please  see  the  Forest  Service  Theme 
Response  on  Subsistence. 

237-71 

Please  see  our  response  to  237-70. 

The  finding  that  there  may  be  a restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  based  on  the  long-term 
cumulative  effect  of  all  management  activities  in  the  area,  including  private  land 
management.  State  of  Alaska  regulations  and  actions,  and  Federal  actions.  It  is  not  based 
only  on  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  Based  on  public  confusion  about  this 
distinction.  Chapter  4 of  FSEIS  has  been  modified  to  improve  the  readability  of  the 
documents.  However,  this  does  not  affect  the  statements  made  in  the  summary  table  in 
Chapter  2 when  taken  in  context  with  Chapter  4. 

237-72 

The  table  to  which  you  refer  on  page  2-40  displays  the  economic  contribution  of  the 
alternatives.  They  are  not  for  a five-year  period  and  so  are  not  labeled  as  such. 

237-73 

The  references  used  in  the  economic  comparison  of  alternatives  are  all  cited  in  the  text  and 
complete  citations  are  given  in  Chapter  7,  Literature  Cited.  In  addition,  all  references  cited 
are  available  in  the  Planning  Record  for  independent  review. 

237-74 

To  explain  Table  2-9,  to  which  you  refer:  this  table  shows  Alternative  1 resulting  in  a 
negative  volume  of  harvest  of  6.6  MMBF,  because  this  is  the  volume  that  would  be  foregone 
by  selecting  this  Alternative.  The  table  also  shows  the  number  of  jobs  and  value  of  the  wages 
that  would  be  lost  as  a result  of  not  harvesting  this  volume. 
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237-75 

See  response  237-4. 

237-76 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  that  the  necessary  subsistence  data  was  not  compiled.  Please 
refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  this  subsistence  data  issue.  The  Forest 
Service  also  disagrees  that  the  subsistence  evaluation  was  not  site  specific.  See  response  237- 
28. 

237-77 

Figure  3-15  does  not  state  that  the  data  are  based  on  a sample. 

237-78 

Figures  3-16  and  3-17  are  relevant  in  that  they  illustrate  the  importance  of  hunting  and 
fishing  activities  in  various  subregions  of  Southeast  Alaska. 

237-79 

The  footnote  to  which  you  refer  on  Figure  3-17  has  been  corrected  in  the  FSEIS. 

237-80 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  4 concerning  site  specificity. 

237-81 

See  our  response  to  237-22. 

237-82 

The  title  "other  mammals"  on  Figure  3-18  is  correct,  as  it  is  not  intended  to  refer  only  to 
marine  mammals. 

237-83 

Hoonah  use  of  VCUs  198  and  199  will  be  included  in  the  FSEIS. 

237-84 

The  error  to  which  you  refer  has  been  corrected. 

237-85 

The  1988  data  for  hunting  trends  was  not  available  at  the  time  that  the  draft  SEIS  was  being 
formulated.  The  will  be  included  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

237-86 

See  our  response  to  237-22. 
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237-87 

In  response  to  your  concern  on  logging  camp  activity  impacts  on  subsistence:  State  of  Alaska 
regulations  prohibit  discrimination  among  residents  of  Alaska.  Residents  of  logging  camps 
in  subsistence  areas  are  legitimate  subsistence  users  with  the  same  rights,  under  the  State 
regulations,  as  residents  of  established  communities.  Persons  that  do  not  qualify  as  residents 
of  a subsistence  use  area  still  have  the  right  to  use  those  resources  under  the  current  State  of 
Alaska  sport  hunting  and  fishing  regulations. 

237-88 

Your  comment  asserts  that  the  impacts  on  subsistence  of  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative 
must  be  discussed.  As  was  explained  in  Chapter  2,  if  this  Alternative  is  selected  there  will 
be  no  further  harvest.  If  there  is  no  harvest,  there  are  no  actions,  therefore,  there  can  be  no 
impacts  to  subsistence. 

237-89 

The  document  states  that  traditional  access  to  the  subsistence  resources  in  Analysis  Area  2 
would  not  be  affected.  Depending  on  Sealaska  Corporation  policy,  over  which  the  Forest 
Service  has  no  control,  there  may  be  the  potential  for  an  increase  in  access  at  the  Westport 
Log  Transfer  Facility.  However,  the  proposed  actions  evaluated  in  this  SEIS  do  not  propose 
any  new  log  transfer  facilities  or  restrictions  in  current  boat  and  float  plane  access. 

237-90 

See  our  response  to  237-87. 

237-91 

The  proposed  actions,  when  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  appropriate  standards  and 
guidelines,  and  necessary  mitigation  measures,  should  have  no  measurable  effect  on  salmon 
spawning  and  rearing  habitat. 

237-92 

See  our  response  to  237-63. 

237-93 

The  current  TLMP  established  the  Allowable  Sale  Quantity  (ASQ)  in  accordance  with  the 
National  Forest  Management  Act  (NMFA).  In  the  revision  of  TLMP,  the  ASQ  or  harvesting 
schedule  will  also  be  established.  Concerns  about  the  TLMP  should  be  addressed  to  the 
TLMP  revision  team. 
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237-94 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  the  site-specific  subsistence  use  area 
maps  which  were  used  but  not  presented  in  the  analysis  of  impacts  in  the  DSEIS.  These 
maps  are  now  also  presented  in  the  FSEIS. 

237-95 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  the  ANILCA  Section  810  process. 
237-96 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 for  a clarification  of  the  use  of  the  TRUCS  data  in  these 
SEISs. 

237-97 

A list  of  photo  contributors  is  included  in  Chapter  5.  Many  of  the  photos  used  are  historic 
prints  and  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  identify  many  of  the  people  pictured. 

237-98 

The  Executive  Summary  only  provides  an  overview  of  the  conclusions  presented  in  Chapter 
2 of  each  document.  The  Executive  Summary  was  constructed  by  selectively  printing 
appropriate  sections  of  Chapter  2 from  the  complete  documents  for  each  analysis  area. 
Therefore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Executive  Summary  that  is  not  already  stated  in  the  main 
texts. 

Information  presented  in  Chapter  2,  and  thus  the  Executive  Summary,  is  a summary  of  the 
conclusions  reached  on  the  basis  of  analysis  of  data  presented  in  Chapter  4 of  each  document. 
ALS  is  referred  to  Chapter  4 of  the  appropriate  documents  for  complete  site-specific 
information  and  analysis. 

237-99 

See  our  response  to  237-71. 

237-100 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  subsistence  data  used. 
237-101 

See  our  response  to  237-98. 

237-102 

See  our  response  to  237-98.  In  the  main  texts,  maps  showing  the  ADF&G  minor  harvest  units 
3523,  3524,  3525,  and  3526  are  provided  as  Figure  3-2  in  AA2,  AA3,  and  AA6,  and  as  Figure 
3-5  in  AA12.  Please  also  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  the  use  of  TRUCS  data. 
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237-103 

See  our  response  to  237-22. 

237-104 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  the  use  of  TRUCS  data. 

237-105 

The  figure  you  cite,  which  is  actually  given  on  page  3-92,  is  from  the  TRUCS  data. 
237-106 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  5 concerning  adequacy  of  the  subsistence  data  used. 
237-107 

See  our  response  to  237-26. 

237-108 

Exhibit  5 was  the  opinion  of  an  employee  within  the  Division  of  Subsistence,  ADF&G.  The 
comments  are  directed  at  the  Phase  I DEIS  and  not  the  current  Phase  II  DSEIS.  These 
opinions  were  not  included  in  the  State  of  Alaska’s  comments  to  Phase  I and  therefore  were 
never  available  for  response  by  the  Forest  Service.  However,  the  Forest  Service  will  provide 
the  following  responses  to  each  section: 

Summary: 

This  section  confuses  the  Phase  I programmatic  efforts  with  the  site-specific  requirements 
of  Section  810.  Phase  II  provides  for  Section  810  findings  and  determinations  of  site-specific 
proposed  actions. 

Specific  Comments: 

Planning  Team  Expertise  - Please  see  Theme  Response  5 on  Subsistence  concerning  the  use 
of  a social  scientist  on  the  Interdisciplinary  Team. 

Section  810  - The  FSEIS  is  the  appropriate  place  for  Section  810  determinations.  Please  see 
Theme  Response  5 on  Subsistence  for  the  Forest  Service  response  to  Section  810  processes. 

Timing  - The  Notice  of  Intent  provided  the  time  frame,  scope,  and  purpose  for  issuance  of 
the  supplemental  documents. 

Subsistence  Harvest  Data  - Please  see  our  previous  response  concerning  Section  810 
determinations.  In  addition,  the  Forest  Service  has  addressed  these  issues  in  Theme  Response 
5 concerning  data  for  the  subsistence  findings.  Data  adequacy  and  wildlife  models  are 
addressed  in  Theme  Response  9. 
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Deer  and  Salmon  Harvest  - Please  see  our  previous  response  on  the  Summary.  Further,  the 
data  are  reported  in  the  Phase  II  DSEIS,  Subsistence  section. 

Personal  Use  - Please  see  our  previous  response  on  the  Summary.  Data  was  included  in  the 
Phase  II  DSEIS. 

Subsistence  Mapped  Data  - Added  sites  can  be  found  in  the  FSEIS. 

Maps  Subsistence  Use  by  Species  - The  FSEIS  provides  a subsistence  use  map  by  species  for 
each  community. 

Analysis  Procedure  - The  FSEIS  completes  the  Section  810  determination  process. 


Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment  - The  Phase  I SEIS  data  sources  are  cited  in  Appendix  J. 
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Mr.  Michael  A.  Barton 
Regional  Forester 
United  States  Forest  Service 
P.O.  Box  21628 
Juneau,  Alaska  99802-162 8 

Re:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

[DSEIS],  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  Timber  Sale,  1981-86 
and  1986-90  Operating  Periods 

Dear  Mr.  Barton: 

Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation  represents  the  following,  who  are  subsistence 
users  in  areas  affected  by  the  above  Draft  SEIS:  Eli  Hanlon,  Sr.,  Individually  and  as 
Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  Richard  Sheakley,  Sr.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  Victor  Bean,  Richard  Bean,  Jr.,  Ernestine  Hanlon,  George 
Westman,  and  Douglas  Glessing.  These  individuals  were  plaintiffs  in  the  federal 
court  case  known  as  Hanlon  v.  Barton , No.  J88-025  Civ.  (D.  Alaska).  The  Hanlon 
case  was  filed  in  July  1988,  after  the  Forest  Service's  ongoing  failure  to  redress  the 
subsistence  concerns  raised  in  the  administrative  appeal  (filed  in  March  1987)  of  the 
1986-90  APC  Operating  Period  Plan  by  Eli  Hanlon,  Sr.,  Ernestine  Hanlon,  and 
Douglas  Glessing. 

The  Settlement  Agreement  in  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtright  (Tenakee  II),  No.  J-87- 
024  Civ.  (D.  Alaska)  required  the  Forest  Service  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  its  timber 
development  in  a supplement  to  its  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  1981- 
86  APC  Operating  Period  Plan.  The  Stipulation  for  Entry  of  Injunction  in  Hanlon  v. 
Barton  mandated  that  the  agency,  inter  alia,  perform  additional  environmental 
analysis  in  its  supplement. 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  SEIS  which  resulted  from  the  above  federal  court 
actions.  On  behalf  of  our  subsistence-dependent  clients,  we  focused  on  the  effects 
of  the  Forest  Service's  proposed  logging  activities  upon  their  subsistence  uses  and 
needs.  Based  on  that  review,  we  offer  the  following  comments. 

Like  its  two  predecessors,  the  Draft  SEIS  (Phases  I and  II)  contains  glaring 
deficiencies.  To  protect  our  clients'  subsistence  resources  and  uses  and  to  avoid 
further  litigation,  we  encourage  the  agency  to  use  this  opportunity  to  re-evaluate  the 
237-1  analysis  supporting  its  timber  development  alternatives,  particularly  the  preferred 
alternative,  alternative  3,  which  would  clearcut  every  area  deferred  in  the  Hanlon 
Agreement.  Because  of  past  logging  and  roadbuilding  around  Hoonah,  the  sixteen 
cutting  units  deferred  pursuant  to  the  Hanlon  Agreement  have  become  even  more 
critical  as  subsistence  use  areas  than  they  were  prior  to  timber  development. 
Unfortunately,  the  agency's  analysis  does  not  recognize  that  fact,  which  was  made 


abundantly  clear  at  the  subsistence  hearing  in  Hoonah  on  August  10,  1989 
conducted  pursuant  to  the  Hanlon  injunction. 

The  obvious  goal  of  the  subsistence  evaluation  is  to  protect  subsistence  resources, 
but  adequate  protection  cannot  be  attained  unless  the  Forest  Service  makes  a 
237-2  thorough  analysis  of  subsistence  based  upon  adequate  data.  Unfortunately,  the 
analysis  in  the  Draft  SEIS  seems  intentionally  designed  to  ignore  available 
information  about  the  effects  on  subsistence  uses  of  loss  of  habitat,  ever-increasing 
competition  from  access  roads,  displacement  from  traditional  subsistence  areas,  and 
the  presence  of  logging  camps.  For  example,  in  the  course  of  the  administrative 
appeal  and  federal  court  litigation  in  Hanlon,  the  parties  submitted  reams  of 
information  from  biologists,  anthropologists,  subsistence  users,  and  others.1  Judging 
from  the  end  product,  none  of  the  previously-submitted  information  was  evaluated. 
One  wonders  to  what  lengths  the  Forest  Service  will  go  to  ignore  the  effects  of  its 
timber  development  on  the  present  and  future  lives  of  subsistence-dependent 
residents  of  rural  villages  in  the  Tongass,  including  Hoonah. 

Having  endured  several  years  of  inadequate  or  non-existent  efforts  by  the  Forest 
Service  to  evaluate  subsistence  concerns,  our  clients  are  quite  concerned  about  the 
agency's  ability  at  this  late  date  to  take  appropriate  action  to  protect  those 
incredibly  valuable  subsistence  resources  as  required  by  law.  The  first  Operating 
Period  affected  by  the  Draft  SEIS  (1981-86)  has  long  expired,  and  the  second  (1986- 
90)  has  almost  expired,  leaving  only  limited  opportunity  to  implement  any  needed 
237-3  changes.  Subsistence  concerns  have  been  addressed  in  this  latest  version  of  the 
planning  document  in  a cursory  fashion  only  after  years  of  administrative  hearings 
and  appeals,  and  only  after  sharply  contested  litigation  in  Federal  Court  in  Hanlon 
v.  Barton.  In  the  face  of  overwhelming  evidence  of  restrictions  to  subsistence  uses 
caused  by  the  Forest  Service's  extensive  logging  plans,  the  Draft  SEIS  utterly  fails  to 
adequately  address  subsistence  concerns,  doing  little  more  than  paying  lip  service  to 
subsistence,  contrary  to  the  mandate  of  the  Court's  order  in  Hanlon  and  the  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  [ANILCA]. 

The  Draft  SEIS  also  minimizes  the  significance  of  Judge  von  der  Heydt's  ruling  in 
Hanlon , observing  only  that  "the  Court  denied  a motion  for  preliminary  injunction, 
but  recognized  the  merit  of  some  claims."  1-122  (emphasis  added).  In  fact,  the 
Court  ruled  in  plaintiffs'  favor  on  four  of  their  six  claims.  Moreover,  the  ruling  was 
only  a preliminary  ruling  and  did  not  preclude  the  possibility  of  a final  ruling  in 
plaintiffs'  favor  on  their  remaining  two  claims. 


1 With  eight  exceptions,  all  of  the  exhibits  which  the  plaintiffs  submitted  to  Judge  von  der  Heydt  for 
consideration  in  the  Hanlon  court  case  have  already  been  submitted  to  the  Forest  Service  for  inclusion 
in  the  administrative  record.  The  exceptions  are  the  exhibits  submitted  in  support  of  plaintiffs' 
Application  for  Injunction  Pending  Appeal,  Exhibits  49-56  in  the  court  case.  Copies  of  these  eight 
exhibits  are  submitted  herewith.  The  Hanlon  plaintiffs  respectfully  request  that  these  exhibits,  along 
with  all  of  the  materials  previously  submitted  in  the  administrative  and  court  proceedings,  be  accepted 
into  the  administrative  record  and  considered  by  the  Forest  Service  in  its  preparation  of  the  final 
supplemental  EIS. 

2 Unless  otherwise  indicated,  page  references  are  made  to  the  volume  of  the  Draft  SEIS  affecting 
what  the  Forest  Service  describes  as  "Analysis  Area  3:  Freshwater-Whitestone." 
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237-4  The  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  adequately  evaluate  measures  for  protecting  subsistence 
uses  and  needs.  Rather,  it  focuses  upon  a single  goal  — maximizing  economic 
benefit  at  all  costs.  Interestingly,  the  Forest  Service  claims  that  its  perceived 
economic  windfall  promotes  "community  stability"  in  communities  such  as  Hoonah. 
However,  such  a windfall  can  only  exist  so  long  as  the  timber  remains  and  the 
necessary  market  conditions  exist.  In  fact,  once  the  timber  is  cut,  logging  operations 
must  move  elsewhere.  The  boom  and  bust  cycles  of  the  timber  industry  are  hardly 
conducive  to  "community  stability,"  and  have  the  potential  instead  to  destroy  the 
cultural  and  social  stability  that  existed  in  Hoonah  and  other  villages  for  hundreds 
of  years  before  the  outside  timber  interests  appeared.  Moreover,  the  purported 
economic  analysis  only  considers  the  economic  benefits  of  the  proposed  logging  and 
fails  to  assign  monetary  values  to  costs  such  as  habitat  rehabilitation  or  lost 
subsistence,  fish  and  game,  tourism,  and  recreational  opportunities.  It  also  fails  to 
assess  the  cost  of  selling  the  timber  at  below  market  rates. 


237-5  In  any  event,  basing  the  decision  of  where  and  how  much  to  log  solely  upon 
economic  concerns  is  indefensible  and  is  entirely  in  conflict  with  the  requirements 
of  law  that  govern  the  Forest  Service.  The  continued  failure  of  the  Forest  Service  to 
protect  wildlife  habitat  from  unnecessary  destruction  will  lead  to  the  destruction  of 
essential  components  of  the  subsistence  way  of  life  that  has  supported  life  in  the 
communities  of  southeast  Alaska  for  hundreds  of  years.  ANILCA  requires 
otherwise. 


The  Draft  SEIS  is  Poorly  Drafted  and  Internally  Inconsistent 

237-6  Despite  ample  lead  time,  the  Draft  SEIS  is  obviously  a hastily  prepared  document. 
Its  transparent  goal  is  not  to  thoroughly  or  comprehensively  evaluate  environmental 
and  subsistence  impacts,  but  instead  to  complete  the  process  as  quickly  as  possible 
so  that  as  many  areas  as  possible  can  be  logged  as  quickly  as  possible.  The 

237-7  predisposition  of  the  Forest  Service  to  ignore  subsistence  concerns  was  once  again 
apparent  when  the  agency  initially  scheduled  the  subsistence  hearings  required  by 
ANILCA  section  810  for  mid-July,  which  is  the  busiest  time  for  subsistence  users 
and  commercial  fishermen.  It  is  certainly  ironic  that  the  Forest  Service  would  select 
a time  to  conduct  hearings  for  the  claimed  purpose  of  obtaining  input  from 
subsistence  users  at  a time  when  those  users  are  unavailable  to  testify.  Moreover, 
the  change  in  hearing  dates  was  made,  not  from  a belated  recognition  of  the 
unavailability  of  those  subsistence  users  to  testify,  but  because  of  a procedural  error 
by  the  Forest  Service  in  failing  to  properly  mail  notices  to  interested  parties.3 

The  result  of  this  unrelenting  rush  is  a document  obviously  prepared  in  bits  and 
pieces,  lacking  internal  consistency.  Examples  of  this  confusion  abound,  but 
perhaps  some  sample  comments  regarding  the  document's  description  of  the  short 
term  and  long  term  effects  of  the  proposed  logging  on  wildlife  habitat  will 

237-8  sufficiently  illustrate  this  point.  The  Draft  SEIS  asserts  that  the  effect  of  alternative 
logging  proposals  on  deer  habitat  capability  by  the  end  of  1990  (this  Operating 
Period)  is  imperceptible,  "so  slight  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  measure."  2-99. 


3 Moreover,  the  new  dates  for  hearings,  in  mid-August,  are  but  a slight  improvement  over  the  original 
dates.  Most  subsistence  users  are  still  living  away  from  the  villages  in  their  fish  camps,  with  the  result 
that  they  can  attend  the  hearings  in  an  effort  to  protect  their  subsistence  only  by  incurring  substantial 
expense  and  inconvenience,  ironically  being  required  to  forego  those  very  activities  they  are  forced  to 
defend. 
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237-8  However,  the  DSEIS  later  acknowledges  substantial  reductions  in  deer  habitat 
Cont.  capability  from  the  proposed  logging  by  the  end  of  the  contract  period  in  2011: 

It  is  estimated  that  77  percent  of  the  forested  habitat  (84  percent 
on  National  Forest  land)  and  83  percent  of  deer  winter  range 
would  remain  unaffected  by  timber  harvest  activities  through  2011 . 

. . . The  resulting  change  would  probably  lead  to  a reduced 
carrying  capacity  for  the  black-tailed  deer. 


. . . Timber  harvest  effects  on  deer  habitat  over  the  entire  analysis 
area  (all  land  ownership)  would  result  in  a habitat  capability  at  80 
percent  of  the  1961  population  by  2011  and  66  percent  by  2080. 

237-9  4-77  to  78.  We  submit  that  a one-third  reduction  in  habitat  capability  is  indeed 

significant,  but  the  agency  does  not  discuss  its  significance  to  the  subsistence 
resources  or  the  people  dependent  thereon. 

The  agency  does  admit  that,  largely  through  increased  access,  by  the  end  of  1990  all 
of  northeast  Chichagof  Island  "could  be  affected  . . . [and]  the  potential  effects  on 
key  subsistence  wildlife  resources  ...  is  enough  to  substantiate  a finding  that  the 
actions  may  restrict  subsistence  use ”2-104. 

Although  the  agency  admits  increased  roads  and  resulting  access  may  further 
restrict  subsistence  resources,  it  evaluates  the  access  problem  and  loss  of  habitat  in 
isolation.  In  fact,  the  effects  of  logging  development  are  occurring  now.  Loss  of 
237-10  habitat  is  but  one  aspect  of  the  overhunting  of  deer  by  loggers  and  non-subsistence 
hunters  from  Juneau.  The  Division  of  Wildlife  Conservation  has  done  what  the 
Forest  Service  would  not:  it  has  listed  deer  take  around  Hoonah  by  community  in 
1987.  See  Deer  Demand  by  Minor  Harvest  Area  - - APC  Sale  Area,  Chichagof 
Island,  Division  of  Wildlife  Conservation,  State  of  Alaska,  1989,  attached  as  Exhibit 
l.4  The  results  are  startling. 

The  Forest  Service's  deer  model  predicts  that  a given  area  is  capable  of  supporting  a 
certain  number  of  deer.  The  areas  around  Hoonah  are  ADF&G-designated  Minor 
Harvest  Areas  3522, 3523, 3524, 3525  and  3526.  The  ADF&G's  Division  of  Wildlife 
Conservation  analyzed  the  hunter  responses  about  the  number  of  deer  legally  taken 
and  reported  around  Hoonah  in  1987.  Exhibit  1 shows  that  for  Mud  Bay  and  Point 
Adolphus  (Minor  Harvest  Area  3522),  the  habitat  is  capable  of  carrying  2353  deer. 
In  1987,  284  deer  were  harvested  there.  Of  that  total,  Hoonah  residents  took  130. 
The  population  necessary  to  sustain  that  level  of  kill  is  2,840.  For  that  area,  then, 
there  are  already  more  deer  being  killed  that  the  population  can  sustain  over  the 
long-term. 

The  picture  in  other  areas  around  Hoonah  is  not  nearly  so  rosy.  Port  Frederick 
(both  sides)  (Minor  Harvest  Area  3523)  is  capable  of  supporting  3,139  deer.  Exhibit 
1.  In  1987, 1,066  deer  were  killed  there.  Of  that  number,  Hoonah  hunters  took  369, 
Juneau  hunters  420,  and  Whitestone  logging  camp  personnel  111.  Exhibit  1.  Thus, 


4 Ernestine  Hanlon  submitted  this  document  in  support  of  her  testimony  at  the  Hoonah  subsistence 
hearing  on  August  10, 1989. 
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237-11  almost  one-third  of  the  total  possible  deer  population  was  killed  in  only  one  year. 
Outside  hunters  and  logging  camp  personnel  took  almost  50%  of  the  total  killed 
that  year.  Generally,  biologists  agree  that  only  10%  of  a deer  herd  can  be  killed 
each  year  to  maintain  the  long-term  viability  of  the  herd.  Killing  one-third  of  the 
maximum  possible  number  of  deer  in  one  year  will  have  obvious  long-term 
consequences  for  the  deer,  upon  which  subsistence  users  depend. 

237-12  The  same  theme  of  overhunting  — mostly  by  non-Hoonah  and  non-Tenakee  Springs 
hunters  --  was  repeated  throughout  all  of  northeast  Chichagof  Island  in  1987.  Yet 
the  agency  says  there  will  be  only  a slight  impact  to  deer  from  loss  of  habitat  due  to 
more  clearcutting.  The  agency  simply  failea  to  evaluate  the  concomitant  effects  of 
clearcutting  and  access  roads  on  subsistence  uses.  Had  it  done  so  by  even  analyzing 
the  data  contained  in  Exhibit  1,  the  agency  would  have  been  compelled  to  find 
significant  and  irreversible  impacts  to  subsistence  from  all  the  alternatives. 
Regrettably,  the  agency  again  seeks  to  hide  the  truth  from  affected  subsistence 
users. 

The  long-term  consequence  of  timber  development  around  Hoonah  also  contradict 
the  slight-impact  picture  painted  earlier  in  Chapter  2. 

. . . [T]he  projected  foreseeable  and  long-term  timber  harvest  will 
affect  the  habitat  capability  of  some  species  inhabiting  the  area. 

The  reduction  in  habitat  capability  due  to  the  continued  timber 
harvest  activity  on  National  Forest  and  Native  Corporation  lands 
will  affect  the  availability  of  key  subsistence  wildlife  species. 

4-97  (emphasis  added).  This  long  term  impact  is  already  being  experienced. 

237-13  Due  in  no  small  part  to  loss  of  habitat  and  increased  competition,  see  Exhibit  64, 
there  has  been  a substantial  decrease  in  Hoonah  deer  hunter  success  rates  within 
only  a two-year  period,  from  1985  to  1987.  The  success  rate  went  from  0.9  hunter 
days  per  deer  harvested  in  1985  to  3.6  in  1987,  an  incredible  four-fold  decrease  in 
success  rate  over  only  a two-year  period.  3-93.  Yet  the  Forest  Service  discounts  this 
decrease  merely  because  the  success  rate  in  1987  was  better  than  the  abysmal  rate  in 
1986.  Id.5  As  these  diminished  success  rates  so  vividly  demonstrate,  it  is  not  enough 
to  merely  conclude  that  sufficient  numbers  of  deer  remain  to  satisfy  subsistence 
needs.  Reductions  in  populations  caused  by  factors  such  as  diminished  habitat 
capability  do  indeed  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses,  even  if  enough  deer  can 
be  found  somewhere  to  meet  subsistence  needs.  And  despite  the  acknowledged 
diminution  of  habitat,  the  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  address  the  impact  of  requiring 
hunters  to  relocate  their  hunting  efforts  due  to  either  diminished  game  populations 
or  increased  competition. 

237-14  Moreover,  the  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  recognize  or  disclose  just  how  severe  the  effects 
on  wildlife  habitat  will  be.  "All  logging  alternatives  will  cause  a significant  reduction 
in  habitat  capability  for  these  species  [brown  bears,  deer,  and  marten]  and  others, 
especially  over  the  long  term/  Memorandum  from  Rod  Flynn,  Wildlife  Biologist 


5 The  data  on  page  3-94  apparently  documents  the  success  rate  for  all  hunters  without  distinguishing 
between  sport  and  subsistence  hunting.  Thus,  the  data  probably  has  questionable  validity  in  evaluating 
subsistence  hunting. 
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237-14  dated  24  July  1989  (Exhibit  2).  The  impacts  on  habitat  are  so  severe  that  ’’[ejventual 
Cont.  local  extinction  [of  brown  bears]  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island  is  probable  with 
continuation  of  current  forest  management  direction."  Id.  If  the  probability  of  local 
extinction  of  a major  species  is  not  a sufficient  cause  to  require  major  modifications 
to  logging  plans,  then  nothing  is. 

The  Draft  SEIS  Has  Inadequate  Data  and  Analysis  and  Suffers  from  Numerous 
Other  Deficiencies 

237-15  The  Subsistence  Division  of  the  State  of  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  SEIS  and  pointed  out  numerous  deficiencies.  Rather  than 
repeating  those  observations  and  conclusions,  we  note  that  those  comments  are 
thoughtful,  well-considered,  and  highly  accurate.  Copies  of  those  comments  are 
attached  hereto  and  incorporated  by  reference  as  fully  as  if  set  forth  herein 
verbatim.  The  incorporated  comments  include:  Memorandum  from  Rod  Flynn, 
Wildlife  Biologist  dated  24  July  1989  (Exhibit  2);  Memorandum  from  Bob  Schroeder, 
Division  of  Subsistence  dated  26  June,  1989  (Exhibit  3)6;  and  Memorandum  from  Bob 
Schroeder,  Division  of  Subsistence  dated  28  July,  1989  (Exhibit  4);  Memorandum  from 
Bob  Schroeder,  Division  of  Subsistence  dated  September  14, 1988  (Exhibit  5). 

237-16  Besides  the  failure  of  the  Forest  Service  to  obtain  necessary  data,  it  has  also  ignored 
huge  volumes  of  reliable  scientific  evidence  presented  to  it  throughout  the  prior, 
administrative  process  and  in  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  litigation.  As  a result  of  these 
numerous  deficiencies,  the  Draft  SEIS  fails  to  adequately  evaluate  both  short  term 
and  long  term  impacts  of  logging  upon  our  clients'  subsistence  uses. 

237-17  Our  clients  are  particularly  concerned  that  the  information,  meager  though  it  may 
be,  is  presented  so  poorly  that  it  is  impossible  for  them  to  determine  exactly  what  is 
proposed  by  the  various  alternatives.  Because  of  the  lack  of  data  and  analysis, 
coupled  with  its  poor  presentation  and  the  failure  to  adequately  describe  the  nature 
or  location  of  subsistence  restrictions,  meaningful  comment  by  subsistence  users  is 
virtually  impossible.  In  this  manner,  the  Forest  Service  has  virtually  insured  that 
public  comments  will  lack  meaningful  content. 

237-18  For  example,  the  subsistence  hearings  virtually  assured  that  even  if  someone 
happened  to  be  in  the  village,  he  or  she  knew  virtually  nothing  about  the  scope  of 
the  hearing.  The  open  house  that  preceded  the  hearings  merely  displayed  a map 
with  individual  roads  and  clear  cuts  in  a given  unit;  the  road  configurations  and 
possible  clearcut  locations  and  configurations  were  not  shown  by  alternative.  How, 
then,  could  an  interested  subsistence  user  meaningfully  evaluate  the  relative  merit 
of  various  alternatives?  The  four  volume  DSEIS  was  also  ready  for  willing  readers 
but  its  complexity  and  length  is  of  little  or  no  benefit  to  the  average  affected 
subsistence  user.  During  the  hearing,  which  was  held  during  purse  seine  and  trolling 
openings,  as  well  as  during  one  of  the  busiest  subsistence  months,  the  hearing  officer 
simply  read  a statement  and  turned  on  a tape  recorder.  No  maps  were  posted  so 
that  subsistence  users  could  demonstrate  where  they  gathered  subsistence  foods  nor 
were  any  questions  answered.  Although  the  hearings  were  ostensibly  held  to  discuss 
the  effects  of  various  timber  development  alternatives  on  subsistence  resources  and 


6 The  comments  in  this  memorandum  refer  to  Analysis  Area  2 and  the  page  numbers  contained 
therein.  However,  our  comments  as  well  as  those  of  Fish  and  Game  apply  equally  to  Analysis  Areas  2 
and  3. 
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237-18  users,  no  mention  was  made  by  the  hearing  officer  at  any  time  during  the  hearing  of 

Cont.  the  DRAFT  SEIS  findings  of  the  inevitable  effects  of  all  of  those  alternatives  (such 
as  the  inability  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  the  loss  of  old  growth  stands  of  timber  - 
see  4-101). 

The  Forest  Service  Has  Failed  to  Treat  ANILCA  Section  810  As  Imposing  Anv 
Substantive  Requirements 

In  the  Draft  SEIS,  the  Forest  Service  finally  makes  the  obvious  conclusion  that  the 
proposed  logging  activities  "may  restrict  subsistence  use."  2-104.  The  Forest  Service 
also  recognizes  that  this  conclusion  triggers  the  requirement  of  ANILCA  section  810 

237-19  that  it  conduct  hearings  in  affected  communities.  However,  this  conclusion  was 
reached  begrudgingly  and  only  as  a result  of  the  injunction  entered  by  consent 
following  extensive  litigation  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton. 

However,  the  Forest  Service  is  apparently  unwilling  to  take  the  next  step  and 
recognize  that  ANILCA  sec.  810  imposes  substantive  requirements  affecting  the 
ultimate  result  of  those  mandated  procedures.  Instead,  the  Draft  SEIS  clearly 
indicates  that  the  Forest  Service  believes  that,  so  long  as  the  procedural 
requirements  of  sec.  810  are  met,7  any  result  will  be  acceptable  regardless  of  the 

237-20  resulting  harm  to  subsistence  uses.  The  Forest  Service  acknowledges  that  its 
proposed  logging  activities  are  in  no  way  tied  to  whether  anyone  actually  needs  this 
valuable  timber,  but  that  "[t]he  primary  reason  for  selling  timber  from  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  is  to  provide  for  economic  development  and  community  stability." 
4-58.  Obviously,  this  entire  analysis  is  premised  upon  maximizing  economic  gain  for 
the  owners  of  the  pulp  mill  without  regard  to  the  harm  to  resources  dependent  upon 
the  forest  for  their  very  existence  and  the  resulting  harm  to  residents  of  communities 
such  as  Hoonah  and  Angoon. 

The  United  States  Supreme  Court  has  already  confirmed  that  ANILCA  has  a 
substantive  component,  thereby  requiring  much  more  than  a mere  review  of 
pertinent  facts.  "The  purpose  of  ANILCA  sec.  810  is  to  protect  Alaskan  subsistence 
resources  from  unnecessary  destruction."  Amoco  Production  Co.  v.  Village  of 
Gambell , 107  S.  Ct.  1396,  1403  (1987).  Ignoring  the  Supreme  Court's  authoritative 
interpretation  of  ANILCA's  mandate,  the  Forest  Service  has  selected  as  its 
preferred  alternative  the  option  involving  the  most  extensive  logging  in  the  most 
critical  and  sensitive  areas  to  our  clients'  subsistence  uses.  Those  areas  are  the  ones 
where  logging  was  deferred  by  the  terms  of  the  injunction  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton. 

237-21  The  Forest  Service  proposes  to  clearcut  79  million  board  feet  of  timber,  and  of  that 
total,  a staggering  19  million  board  feet,  almost  one  fourth  of  the  total,  "would  be 
[clearcut]  from  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  deferred  units  in  VCUs  208, 209, 210,  and  212." 
2-29.  The  limited  areas  deferred  by  the  lawsuit  were  narrowed  by  our  clients  to  only 
those  areas  most  critical  to  subsistence.  Not  only  should  those  deferred  areas 
receive  permanent  protection  in  order  to  protect  subsistence  uses,  but  additional 
areas  should  also  be  deferred.  Instead,  the  Forest  Service  has  identified  the  most 
critical  subsistence  use  areas  and  then  decided  to  focus  its  logging  activities  in  those 
very  areas.  The  preferred  alternative  "picks  up  all  the  volume  deferred  by  . . . 
Hanlon  v.  Barton ,"  notwithstanding  that  this  alternative  is  admittedly  "low  in 


7 For  the  reasons  set  forth  elsewhere  in  this  letter  and  in  the  State's  comments  incorporated  herein, 
the  Forest  Service  has  also  failed  to  comply  with  the  procedural  requirements  of  sec.  810. 
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effectiveness  in  responding  to  concerns  over  subsistence  and  brown  bear  viability." 
4-109  (emphasis  added). 

In  short,  ANILCA  Section  810  requires  the  Forest  Service  to  protect  subsistence 
resources  and  uses.  Not  only  does  the  preferred  alternative  fail  to  provide  that 
protection,  but  it  seems  designed  to  destroy  those  resources  and  thereby  prevent 
those  uses. 

237-22  The  Forest  Service  Has  Created  the  Concept  of  "Primary  Use  Subsistence 
Community"  to  Evade  Its  Obligations  Under  ANILCA  Sec.  810 

The  Forest  Service  has  confined  its  already  meager  analysis  of  subsistence  uses8  to 
residents  of  the  villages  of  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  Springs,  thereby  totally  ignoring 
the  villages  of  Gustavus,  Angoon,  Haines,  Kake,  Skagway,  and  Sitka.  In  Hanlon,  the 
Court  found  that  the  Forest  Service  applied  the  wrong  legal  standard  in  evaluating 
the  effect  of  its  authorized  activities  on  subsistence  uses.  In  other  words,  the  agency 
per  se  violated  ANILCA,  section  810.  The  "primary  subsistence  community  use" 
concept  is  also  a perse  violation  of  Section  810.  The  Forest  Service  simply  does  not 
have  the  legal  authority  to  craft  such  a bogus  legal  distinction.  It  has  done  so  based 
upon  the  contrived  and  factually  unsupported  basis  that  only  Hoonah  and  Tenakee 
Springs  are  "'primary-use  subsistence'  communities,"  while  the  other  villages  are 
claimed  to  be  only  "[subsistence  communities  with  occasional  use,  primarily  for 
deer."  3-87. 

This  factual  distinction  itself  is  incorrect.  Not  surprisingly,  the  Forest  Service 
presents  absolutely  no  data  or  analysis  in  support  of  tnis  distinction.  In  fact,  these 
other  villages  where  the  Forest  Service  claims  subsistence  uses  are  only  "occasional" 
actually  have  very  high  levels  of  subsistence  uses.  See,  e.g..  Administrative  Appeal 
Exhibit  51  (Sitka)  and  52  (Angoon). 

Perhaps  more  importantly,  Section  810  does  not  condition  its  protections  upon  some 
threshold  level  of  subsistence  uses  or  some  percentage  of  dependence  by  a given 
community  upon  subsistence.  If  the  proposed  action  by  the  Forest  Service  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses,  as  in  the  present  case,  then  the  hearings  must 
be  conducted  and  the  findings  made.  ANILCA  recognizes  and  protects  subsistence 
uses  by  all  rural  residents  of  Alaska,  ANILCA  Section  803,  not  merely  those  whose 
use  is  more  than  what  the  Forest  Service  deems  "occasional."  No  particular  amount 
of  subsistence  use  is  required  to  benefit  from  ANILCA's  protections;  moreover, 
quantitative  measurements  of  the  hours  engaged  in  subsistence  uses  or  pounds  of 
meat  or  fish  taken  for  subsistence  purposes  by  a particular  individual  or  community 
do  not  necessarily  measure  the  importance  of  those  subsistence  uses  to  that 
individual  or  community.  Even  if  they  did,  the  decisions  about  which  communities' 
residents  are  entitled  to  ANILCA's  subsistence  protections  are  made  by  the  State  of 
Alaska,  not  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  Thus,  by  its  own  admission,  the  Forest  Service 
has  completely  failed  to  compile  the  necessary  data  about  and  evaluate  the  effect  of 
its  proposals  on  a substantial  portion  of  the  subsistence  uses  in  the  affected  area 


8 As  previously  noted,  even  where  it  has  compiled  data  and  performed  analysis  of  subsistence  in  the 
Draft  SEIS,  both  the  data  and  the  analysis  fall  far  short  of  what  is  required  or  sufficient. 
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The  Forest  Service  Has  Failed  to  Make  the  Findings  Required  bv  ANILCA  Section 
810 

237-23  The  commands  of  ANILCA  Section  810  sire  clear  and  explicit  — the  Forest  Service 
simply  has  no  authority  to  permit  the  logging  activities  to  proceed  until  notice  is 
given,  hearings  are  conducted,  and  the  following  determinations  made: 

(1)  such  a significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  necessary,  consistent  with 
sound  management  principles  for  the  utilization  of  the  public  lands; 

(2)  the  proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  other  disposition; 
and 

(3)  reasonable  steps  will  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  upon  subsistence 
uses  and  resources  resulting  from  such  activities. 

The  Forest  Service  has  failed  to  make  any  finding  that  the  harm  to  critical 
subsistence  areas  is  necessary.  This  finding  is  particularly  critical  in  view  of  the 
conclusion  that  it  is  impossible  to  mitigate  the  harm  to  wildlife  habitat  caused  by 
destruction  of  old  growth  forests  and  by  displacement  resulting  from  timber 
harvesting  and  road  construction.  4-101.  Yet  the  Forest  Service  only  discusses  the 
necessity  of  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  Pulp  Corporation's  fifty-year  contract, 
apparently  concluding  that  since  its  compliance  with  that  contract  is  deemed 
necessary,  then  any  logging  to  satisfy  the  contract  terms  is  equally  necessary. 

Even  assuming  that  the  Forest  Service  must  in  fact  supply  the  minimum  volumes  of 
timber  required  by  that  contract,  that  necessity  does  not  compel  the  conclusion  that 
critical  subsistence  areas  must  be  logged.  Even  utilizing  certain  alternatives  as 
proposed  and  described  by  the  Forest  Service,  Alternatives  1 and  2,  for  example, 
would  continue  to  defer  logging  and  road  building  in  those  critical  subsistence  areas 
where  those  logging  activities  are  now  deferred  by  the  terms  of  the  injunction  in 

237-24  Hanlon  v.  Barton.  Although  the  Forest  Service  voices  some  concerns  about  its 
ability  to  meet  the  contracts  volume  requirements  if  either  of  those  alternatives  is 
adopted,  2-108,  -109,  nowhere  does  it  conclude  that  a breach  of  the  contract  would 
be  inevitable.  Moreover,  there  is  no  evaluation  of  the  possibility  of  obtaining  the 
contract  volume  from  other  locations  or  sources.  Thus,  even  under  the  Forest 
Service's  evaluation  of  the  contract  terms,  there  are  no  facts  to  support  a finding 
that  logging  activities  in  the  critical  subsistence  areas  identified  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton 
are  necessary. 

In  addition  to  its  failure  to  find  that  the  proposed  logging  activities  are  necessary, 
particularly  in  critical  subsistence  areas,  tne  Forest  Service  has  failed  to  adequately 
make  either  of  the  other  two  required  findings.  In  terms  of  planned  mitigation,  the 

237-25  Draft  SEIS  is  woefully  inadequate.  No  mitigation  is  planned  other  than  what  was 
planned  under  prior  versions  of  the  EIS.  4-99.  The  Draft  SEIS  is  devoid  of  any 
subsistence-specific  mitigation  measures,  and  it  is  devoid  of  any  discussion  of 
mitigation  measures  proposed  in  light  of  what  should  have  been  its  detailed 
subsistence  data  and  analysis.  These  omissions  violate  the  command  of  sec.  810. 

The  overall  message  conveyed  by  the  Draft  SEIS  is  that  the  only  significant  harm  to 
subsistence  is  caused  by  increased  competition  for  subsistence  resources.  Although 
this  conclusion  is  incorrect,  as  noted  earlier,  the  Forest  Service  has  even  failed  to 
adequately  address  mitigation  efforts  relating  directly  to  this  increased  competition. 
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In  fact,  the  Forest  Service  refuses  to  even  evaluate  the  effects  of  increased 
competition,  let  alone  going  so  far  as  to  propose  measures  to  mitigate  the  harm  the 
competition  will  cause.  It  acknowledges  that  there  will  be  increased  competition 
from  future  logging  communities.  The  Forest  Service  draws  the  unremarkable 
conclusion  that  "[tjhere  is  a potential  for  the  development  of  additional  logging 
camps,"  4-97,  a fact  which  snould  be  patently  obvious  in  light  of  the  extensive 
loggmg  already  done  and  the  long  term  plans  to  harvest  huge  volumes  of  additional 
timber  which  much  necessarily  come  from  virtually  every  conceivable  location  in  the 

237-26  analysis  area.  The  effects  of  such  logging  camps  certainly  amount,  at  the  very  least, 
to  foreseeable  long  term  impacts.  Yet  the  Forest  Service  refuses  to  predict  the 
effects  of  that  increased  competition  on  our  clients'  subsistence  uses.  Instead,  it 
merely  promises  to  make  that  evaluation  later,  concluding  that  it  is  "difficult  to 
visualize  an  effect"  on  fisheries  resources  from  increased  competition.  4-98.  The 
analysis  requires  more  than  what  might  be  conceived  or  visualized.  It  requires 
genuine  research,  hard  data,  and  thorough  analysis,  commodities  sorely  lacking  in 
the  Draft  SEIS. 

237-27  Rather  than  attempt  to  mitigate  the  devastating  harm  it  proposes  to  inflict  upon 
subsistence  uses,  the  Forest  Service  merely  throws  up  its  hands,  claiming  that  it  is 
impossible  to  mitigate  harms  caused  by  destruction  of  old  growth  forests  and  road 
building.  4-101.  Such  a conclusion  should,  at  the  very  least,  have  a dramatic  effect 
on  what  the  Forest  Service  considers  to  be  necessary. 

Is  it  really  "necessary"  to  destroy  irreplaceable  old  growth  forests,  to  irreversibly 
damage  subsistence  uses,  to  displace  hunters  and  wildlife,  to  induce  localized 
extinctions  of  major  species,  and  to  threaten  the  destruction  of  a legally  protected 
way  of  life  that  has  existed  for  centuries,  all  for  the  mere  sake  of  enhancing  the 
profits  of  a single  timber  company  and  its  subsidiaries  and  subcontractors  due  to  an 
ill-advised  and  poorly  conceived  contract?  We  submit  that  it  is  not 

The  Draft  SEIS  Is  Not  Site  Specific 

237-28  The  DSEIS  evaluates  most  effects  of  its  timber  development  on  northeast  Chichagof 
Island  by  VCU.  See,  e.g.,  3-2  to  3-8  (description  of  soil  types  VCU  by  VCU);  4-89  to 
4-90  (recreational  consequences  VCU  by  VCU);  4-90  to  4-93  (visual  effects  VCU  by 
VCU).  Interestingly,  in  Chapter  4,  where  recreational  and  visual  effects  are 
discussed  VCU  by  VCU,  subsistence  is  only  discussed  in  the  broadest,  most  general 
terms,  see  4-96  to  4-98,  which  is  not  even  appropriate  analysis  as  to  individual  VCUs. 
Even  assuming  that  the  data  and  analyses  were  adequate  as  to  an  entire  VCU, 
which  they  clearly  are  not,  a VCU  is  simply  too  large  an  area  to  be  sufficiently  site 
specific.  A VCU  is  a major  watershed  containing  thousands  of  acres.  For  the 
evaluation  to  be  valid  and  to  take  account  of  variation  in  habitats,  terrain, 
vegetation,  and  other  critical  factors  that  occur  over  an  area  as  large  as  a VCU,  the 
analysis  must  be  broken  into  smaller,  more  site-specific  subsistence  use  areas.  For 
example,  given  areas  within  a VCU  are  important  for  subsistence  areas  but  the 
agency  has  failed  to  site-specifically  evaluate  those  uses. 

Conclusion 

Because  of  the  deficiencies  and  omissions  previously  described,  substantial  data 
remains  to  be  compiled,  existing  data  must  be  incorporated,  and  genuine  analysis  of 
data  made  for  there  to  be  any  prospect  for  an  adequate  evaluation  of  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  logging  upon  our  clients'  subsistence  uses.  Only  when  this  factual 
predicate  has  been  laid  can  the  findings  required  by  ANILCA  sec.  810  be  made. 
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237-29  In  short,  the  Forest  Service  has  failed  in  its  task  and  has  fallen  far  short  of  its  goal  of 
protecting  subsistence  uses.  Both  ANILCA  and  NEPA  require  this  review  before 
the  proposed  logging  activities  may  proceed.  Our  clients  do  not  seek  to  prevent  the 
Forest  Service  from  pursuing  its  legitimate  objectives.  However,  the  severe  and 
repeated  failures  of  the  Forest  Service  to  evaluate  subsistence  uses  require  it  to 
delay  authorizing  any  further  logging  activities  pending  completion  of  this  review. 

To  the  extent  that  any  appropriate  logging  activities  are  thereby  delayed,  the  blame 
can  only  be  placed  at  the  Forest  Service's  door.  Our  clients  have  sought  proper 
evaluation  and  protection  of  their  subsistence  uses  for  many  years.  Rather  than 
taking  the  necessary  action,  the  Forest  Service  has  only  resisted  performance  of  the 
duties  imposed  by  law.  Its  failure  to  perform  those  duties  cannot  be  tolerated. 
Until  the  Forest  Service  performs  its  obligations,  implementation  of  its  plans  is 
inappropriate  and  contrary  to  law. 

Sincerely, 

ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 


Vance  A.  Sanders 
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DEER  DEMAND  BY  MINOR  HARVEST  AREA  — APC  SALE  AREA,  CHICHAGOF  ISLAND 
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237-31 


237-32 


MEMORANDUM 


State  of  Alaska 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 


To: 


From: 


Don  Cornelius 
Habitat  Biologist 
Division  of  Wildl.  Cons. 
Region  1 


Rod  Flynn 
Wildlife  Biologist 
Division  of  Wildl.  Cons. 
Region  1 


Date : 
File  No. : 
Telephone : 
Subject : 


24  July  1989 


465-4265 

APC  DSEIS  Phase  II 
comments 


I have  reviewed  the  draft  Supplement  to  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating 
Periods  for  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  (APC)  Long-term  Timber  Sale 
Contract  Area.  I would  like  to  bring  the  following  general 
concerns  to  your  attention  for  inclusion  in  the  Department's 
comments : 


1.  Failure  to  address  Department's  concerns.  The  DSEIS 
fails  to  respond  to  many  of  the  concerns  that  the 
Department  has  raised  numerous  times  during  planning  for 
this  important  wildlife -area.  Wo  have  commented  on  the 
original  89-90  Operating  Plan,  the  supplement  to  the  86-90 
Operating  Plan,  and  the  DSEIS  Phase  I.  Many  of  our 
comments  have  been  the  same  on  each  document.  The  US 
Forest  Service  has  not  made  a "good  faith"  effort  to 
address  important  wildlife  concerns  in  these  documents. 

The  issues  include  deer  winter  range,  old-growth  habitat 
management,  impacts  on  human  use  of  wildlife  resources, 
deferred  areas,  mitigation,  monitoring,  and  others; 

2.  Lack  of  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  Even  the 
"no  action"  alternative  schedules  a substantial  amount  of 
logging.  The  management  actions  need  to  be  compared 
against  a true  no  additional  logging  alternative  so  the 
effects  of  past  logging  actions  can  be  displayed  clearly. 
At  least  one  alternative  should  have  minimal  impact  on 
wildlife  habitat  even  if  that  requires  not  meeting  the 
terms  of  the  long-term  contracts.  Because  of  the 
mislabelling  of  the  no  action  alternative,  the 
alternatives  in  DSEIS  are  extremely  confusing; 

3.  Short  and  long-term  effects  considered  minimal.  The 

DSEIS  states  repeatedly  that  the  logging  alternatives  will 
have  minimal  effects  on  wildlife.  These  statements  are 
misleading  and  incorrect,  especially  for  brown  bears, 
deer,  and  marten.  All  logging  alternatives  will  cause  a 
significant  reduction  in  habitat  capability  for  these 
species  and  others,  especially  over  the  long  term; 
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4.  Recreation  impact  assessment  inadequate.  The  DSEIS 
only  considers  changes  in  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 
(ROS)  classifications.  It  says  nothing  about  actual 
effects  of  recreation,  especially  hunting.  We  have 
already  observed  major  changes  in  hunting  patterns  in  the 
area,  especially  Northeast  Chichagof; 

237-34  5.  Deer  winter  range  definition  incorrect.  The  criteria 

used  to  determine  deer  winter  range  in  this  document  are 
incorrect.  We  have  pointed  out  this  fact  during  each 
comment  period  on  this  Operating  Plan.  Although  the 
documents  state  that  Department  staff  and  research  papers 
were  used  to  identify  deer  winter  range.  Forest  Service 
staff  have  repeatedly  ignored  Department  input-  on  the 
definition  of  deer  winter  range.  The  continued  use  of 
this  incorrect  definition  of  deer  winter  range  in  this 
document  results  in  a misleading  analysis  of  the  impact  of 
logging  on  deer. 

Because  of  past  disagreements.  Division  staff  have  met 
with  Forest  Service  staff  numerous  times  during  the  past  3 
years  to  develop  a consensus  procedure  to  rate  the  value 
of  habitats  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  as  deer  winter 
range.  The  result  of  this  effort  has  been  summarized  in 
Suring  et  al.  "Habitat  capability  model  for  Sitka  black- 
tailed deer  in  southeast  Alaska:  winter  habitat".  The 
product  of  this  cooperative  effort  should  be  used  in  this 
DSEIS  to  define  deer  winter  range. 

The  habitat  capability  model  used  in  the  DSEIS,  adapted 
from  the  Suring  et  al . model,  is  an  important  improvement 
over  the  model  used  in  1986-90  FEIS.  However,  the 
habitats  rated  as  high  value  deer  winter  habitat  by  the 
model  have  no  direct  relationship  to  the  areas  identified 
as  deer  winter  range  or  habitat  for  old-growth  dependent 
species  in  the  DSEIS.  Because  the  definition  of  deer 
winter  range  used  in  this  document  is  incorrect,  the 
entire  analysis  of  impacts  of  logging  on  deer  winter  range 
is  meaningless. 

Although  an  important  step  forward,  the  use  of  the  deer 
habitat  capability  model  in  this  application  could  be 
improved.  The  current  implementation  minimizes  the 
impacts  of  the  past  and  proposed  logging  on  deer. 

Elevation  is  an  important  attribute  of  deer  winter  range. 
If  unable  to  track  logged  stands  by  elevation  class,  the 
analysis  should  assume  that  most  of  the  past  clearcuts 
have  been  below  800'  in  elevation.  The  habitat  capability 
for  the  areas  should  be  reduced  by  the  value  of  the  logged 
stands.  Proposed  clearcuts  should  be  evaluated  as  above 
or  below  800'  and  the  appropriate  reduction  in  habitat 
capability  made.  Cuts  above  1,500'  would  have  no  impact. 
The  complete  Suring  et  al.  model  should  be  used  for  the 
final  SEIS; 
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6.  Roading  and  logging  of  sensitive  wildlife  areas  should 
be  deferred.  The  preferred  alternative  schedules  the 
completion  of  the  Kadashan  road  and  logging  in  Trap  Bay. 
The  Southeast  Conference  has  recommended  that  both  of 
these  areas  receive  permanent  protection.  Logging  and 
roading  of  these  areas  should  be  opposed  vigorously; 

7.  Logging  of  riparian  spruce  should  cease.  The  USFS 
Forest  Sciences  Lab  has  initiated  a project  to  study 
regeneration  in  riparian  spruce  stands.  Additionally,  the 
Forest  Service  has  a poor  and  conflicting  inventory  of 
this  relatively  rare  forest  type.  A moratorium  should  be 
placed  on  the  logging  of  these  stands  until  the  USFS  study 
and  a reliable  inventory  have  been  completed; 

8.  Old-growth  habitat  prescription  poorly  implemented. 

The  value  of  the  areas  identified  as  old-growth 
prescription  to  wildlife  is  not  assessed.  The  selection 
of  the  stands  for  this  prescription  was  not  coordinated 
with  the  Department.  Information  is  not  provided  in  the 
document  to  allow  an  assessment  of  the  value  of  the 
selected  stands  to  old-growth  dependent  species.  We  have 
little  confidence  that  the  identified  stands  protect  much 
high  quality  wildlife  habitat; 

9.  Habitat  capability  models  need  more  clarification. 

The  use  of  habitat  capability  models  for  assessing  the 
impacts  of  land  management  activities  a selected  wildlife 
species  is  an  important  step  forward.  However,  the 
habitat  capability  models  used  for  assessing  brown  bear, 
deer,  and  marten  habitat  need  more  documentation.  A March 
version  of  the  deer  model  write-up  was  prepared  and  should 
be  used.  Because  of  data  limitations,  many  adjustments 
were  made  to  the  Suring  et  al.  model  for  this  application. 
These  modifications  need  to  be  clearly  stated  because  use 
of  the  actual  Suring  et  al.  model  could  greatly  change  the 
deer  outputs  for  this  area.  Also,  it  should  be  stated 
that  the  current  model  differs  radically  from  the  model 
used  in  the  86-90  FSEIS.  A write-up  of  the  marten  model 
was  reviewed  earlier  and  should  be  included.  A write-up 
of  the  brown  bear  model  should  be  included.  The  brown 
bear  model  write-up  is  important  because  the  model 
evaluates  the  impacts  of  vegetative  change  caused  by 
logging  and  also  the  impact  of  human  developments.  In 
particular,  the  model  assesses  the  negative  impacts  of 
roading,  camps,  and  communities.  The  current  text  does 
not  adequately  display  or  discuss  these  impacts; 

10.  Population  viability  of  brown  bears  threatened.  The 

current  and  proposed  logging  activities  on  Northeast 
Chichagof  (AA3)  threaten  the  short  and  long-term  survival 
of  the  brown  bear  population.  Most  experts  agree  that  a 
closed  population  of  less  than  300  individuals  is  below 
the  numbers  required  for  long-term  population  viability. 
Because  the  Northeast  Chichagof  brown  bear  population  is 
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not  completely  isolated,  a population  of  greater  than  150 
individuals  may  be  viable  if  brown  bears  were  not  depleted 
in  nearby  parts  of  Chichagof  Island.  The  estimated 
habitat  capability  for  brown  bears  in  Analysis  Area  3 is 
138  bears  and  our  current  population  estimate  is  about  125 
bears;  both  figures  are  below  150.  Any  additional 
reductions  in  bear  numbers  will  result  in  a closure  of 
subsistence  and  recreational  hunting.  Eventual  local 
extinction  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island  is  probable  with 
continuation  of  current  forest  management  direction. 

Brown  bear  habitat  capability  is  not  adequately  addressed 
in  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6,  especially  in  terms  of  roading 
the  Kadashan  drainage; 

11.  Monitoring  requirements  - have  they  been' 
implemented?.  After  4 years  of  a 5-year  plan,  the 
monitoring  plan  should  be  implemented  fully.  How  much  of 
the  1986-90  monitoring  plan  has  actually  been  implemented? 
For  example,  has  mapped  deer  winter  range  been  verified? 
deer  occurrence  measured?  effectiveness  of  solid  waste 
disposal  measures  recorded?  and  eagle  nest  tree  buffers 
monitored? ; 

12.  Impacts  of  the  human  use  of  wildlife  resources  not 
evaluated.  The  document  fails  to  assess  adequately  the 
impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  the  human  use  of  wildlife 
resources.  The  impacts  of  recreational  and  subsistence 
uses  need  evaluation; 

13.  Portions  of  the  text  used  unpublished  material 
without  reference.  Much  of  the  text  on  brown  bears  and 
old  growth  were  extracted  from  unpublished  sources  without 
proper  reference.  The  source  of  all  materials  used  should 
be  credited  properly. 

14.  The  documents  for  Analysis  Areas  2 & 6 do  not 
adequately  evaluate  the  impact  of  roading,  logging,  and 
human  developments  on  brown  bears.  The  habitat  capability 
model  used  for  Analysis  Area  3 should  be  used  in  Analysis 
Areas  2 & 6.  Otherwise,  the  impacts  of  roading  and 
logging  these  areas  will  be  greatly  underestimated.  We 
are  especially  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
Kadashan  road  on  brown  bear  habitat  capability.  Also,  the 
population  viability  assessment  for  brown  bears  in  AA  3 
needs  to  be  done  in  conjunction  with  AA  2.  Division  staff 
would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  USFS  to  extend  the  brown 
bear  analysis  to  the  other  areas; 

15.  Analysis  Area  12  does  not  adequately  evaluate  impacts 
on  black  bears.  Black  bears  are  an  extremely  important 
resource  in  AA  12.  In  addition  to  changes  in  the 
described  habitats,  the  roading  and  camps  associated  with 
logging  will  negatively  affect  black  bear  populations.  A 
habitat  capability  model  by  Suring  et  al.  "Habitat 
capability  for  black  bears  in  southeast  Alaska"  should  be 
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used  here.  The  importance  of  Security  Bay  as  a black  bear 
hunting  area  for  guided  nonresidents  should  be  recognized 
and  the  impacts  of  logging  on  guided  hunts  assessed; 

237-45  16.  Parts  of  the  text  on  deer  are  inaccurate.  The 

frequent  reference  in  the  documents  to  the  importance  of 
distance  to  salt  water  to  deer  is  disturbing.  Research  in 
southeast  Alaska  has  never  demonstrated  that  distance  to 
salt  water  is  an  important  factor  affecting  the  quality  of 
deer  habitat.  Elevation,  plant  association,  stand 
structure,  and  snowfall  patterns  are  the  most  important 
factors . 

237-46  17.  Marten  habitat  capability  assessment  does  not  include 

impacts  of  roading.  The  Suring  et  al.  model < "Habitat 
capability  model  for  marten  in  southeast  Alaska:  winter 
habitat"  includes  a procedure  to  assess  the  impacts  of 
roading  on  marten  habitat  capability.  Because  of  the  high 
road  densities  in  many  of  these  areas,  it  is  important  to 
assess  the  impacts  of  the  roads  on  marten  habitat 
capability.  With  just  the  vegetative  change  caused  by 
logging,  habitat  capability  of  marten  in  some  areas  has 
been  reduced  to  points  where  population  viability  becomes 
a concern.  An  assessment  of  roading  impacts  on  marten  is 
needed  to  better  determine  the  appropriate  level  of 
concern; 

237-47  is.  The  accuracy  of  the  habitat  inventory  database  used 

for  the  habitat  capability  estimates  is  uncertain.  The 

habitat  capability  outputs  for  deer,  marten,  and  brown 
bear  are  dependent  on  the  habitat  inventory  database.  The 
database  used  and  whether  the  used  database  was  the  most  . 
accurate  to  determine  wildlife  habitat  capability  remains 
unclear.  The  documents  for  Analysis  Areas  2,  3,  & 6 state 
that  the  TLMP  photo  points  inventory  was  used.  The 
document  for  AA  12  states  that  the  timber  layer  of  a 
Geographic  Information  System  was  used  for  the  deer 
habitat  capability  assessment,  and  the  Multi-entry  layout 
process  database  was  used  for  the  timber  inventory.  Are 
these  the  same  databases?  Additionally,  the  multi-entry 
layout  process  database  is  shown  to  differ  substantially 
from  the  TLMP  photo  points  database.  The  magnitude  of 
difference  is  disturbing.  Does  this  degree  of  difference 
exist  between  these  databases  for  other  areas? 

Furthermore,  the  Department  was  provided  a summary  of 
timber  inventory  information  in  April  1987  which  we 
understood  at  the  time  to  be  the  most  accurate  inventory 
database  available.  This  database  differs  substantially 
from  the  databases  used  in  these  documents.  The  amount  of 
high-volume  forest  (volume  classes  6 & 7 ) is  of  particular 
concern  because  of  the  high  wildlife  habitat  value  of  this 
forest  type. 
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Memorandum 


State  of  Alaska 


Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Division  of  Subsistence 


To:  Date:  26  June,  1989, 

Don  Cornelius 
Area  Habitat  Biologist 
Habitat  Division 
Petersburg 

From:  Subject:  Draft  SEIS  review 

Bob  Schroeder 
Division  of  Subsistence 
Juneau 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  APC  Long-term  Timber  Sale  Contract 
Draft  Supplement  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  the  81-86  and  86-90  Operating  Periods, 
Phase  II  (SEIS2).  My  comments  will  focus  on  sections  dealing  with  subsistence  and  810  evaluation.  I 
have  included  less  thorough  comments  on  other  portions  of  the  document.  I may  have  further  things  to 
add  after  other  Division  of  Subsistence  are  briefed,  and  I am  willing  to  follow  this  through  DGC  if  you 
think  that  this  would  be  useful. 

The  Division  of  Subsistence  Submitted  detailed  comments  on  the  Phase  I SEIS  (SEIS1)  on  Sept.  14, 
1989.  The  final  SEIS1  has  not  been  released.  Our  more  general  comments  made  on  the  SEIS1  have 
not  been  considered  in  the  SEIS2.  Please  refer  to  that  earlier  set  of  comments  (copy  attached). 

Summary 

The  subsistence  sections  of  the  SEIS2  are  wholly  inadequate  as  written  and  appears  to  be  more  a 
politically  motivated  argument  for  the  logging  industry  than  an  objective  environmental  impact 
statement.  An  environmental  impact  statement  must  include  a full  description  of  relevant  data  so  that 
the  reviewing  public  can  evaluate  conclusions  that  are  reached.  The  SEIS2  is  extremely  thin  on 
subsistence  data  and  resembles  a legal  document  arguing  for  one  side  of  a suit. 

The  document  does  not: 

make  use  of  easily  available  historical  and  contemporary  descriptive  and  quantitative  data  on 
subsistence  uses, 

include  subsistence  use  area  maps  for  affected  communities, 
outline  gaps  in  the  data  that  need  to  be  filled  by  further  research, 
perform  site-specific  analysis  as  ordered  by  the  court, 
make  defensible  810  evaluations  and  determinations,  and 

does  not  outline  possible  measures  to  mitigate  significant  restrictions  to  subsistence  uses. 
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The  document  has  not  incorporated  the  State  of  Alaska  comments  on  the  SEIS1  and  the  ADF&G 
direction  given  to  U.S.  Forest  Service  on  conduct  of  810  evaluations  and  determinations.  For  these 
reasons  the  SEIS2  should  be  rejected  in  its  current  composition. 

The  following  comments  are  presented  to  detail  some  specific  problems  and  mis-statements  found  in 
the  SEIS2  and  page  comments  for  Analysis  Area  2.  Because  the  SEIS2  is  intrinsically  incomplete  and 
flawed  however,  correction  of  these  flagged  problems  will  not  cure  the  disease.  I will  supply  page 
comments  for  the  other  three  volumes  if  they  are  needed. 

Context: 

237-55  The  authors  of  the  document  do  not  clearly  explain  why  supplements  are  being  written  and  critical 

court  orders  are  not  reproduced  for  public  review.  For  this  reason,  it  may  be  difficult  or  impossible  for 
rural  Alaskan  citizens  who  do  not  have  access  to  original  legal  documents  and  previous  U.S.  Forest 
Service  planning  documents  to  adequately  review  this  complex  document. 

237-56  The  SEIS1  and  SEIS2  were  undertaken  as  part  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  between  the  Plaintiffs  and 
U.S.  Forest  Service  filed  Apr.  20, 1988  in  the  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  et  al  v.  Lyng  and  City  of  Tenakee 
Springs  et  al  v.  Courtwright  cases,  (see  appendix  A-2).  This  agreement  called  for  completion  of  the 
EIS  supplement  and  issuance  of  a record  of  decision  by  May  1, 1989.  The  draft  SEIS2  was  mailed  to 
our  office  on  June  7, 1989. 

237-57  Mr.  Barton's  notice  of  intent  (Appendix  A-l),  Sept.  30, 1987,  details  what  will  be  in  the  SEIS1  and 
SEIS2.  As  ordered  by  the  court,  the  emphasis  in  these  documents  is  to  be  on  site-specific  effects, 
cumulative  impacts,  Section  810  ANILCA  evaluation  and  determination,  and  mitigation.  SEIS1  was 
to  address  the  entire  study  area  with  emphasis  on  areas  scheduled  to  be  logged  and/or  roaded  while 
the  supplement  was  in  preparation;  SEIS2  was  to  focus  on  areas  likely  to  be  logged  and/or  roaded 
after  completion  of  the  SEIS.  The  content  of  the  SEIS1  and  SEIS2  do  not  reflect  this  intent. 

237-58  The  appendices,  which  are  duplicated  in  each  of  the  four  volumes  of  the  SEIS2,  include  a selection  of 
useful  legal  background.  They  do  not  reproduce  either  of  the  two  court  decisions  that  are  critical  to 
understanding  the  task  at  hand.  Missing  arc  reproductions  of  the  June  25, 1987,  decision  in  the  City  of 
Tenakee  Springs  et  al  v.  Courtwright  case  and  the  Nov.  14, 1988,  decision  in  the  Hanlon  et  al.  v.  Barton 
et  al.  case.  The  decisions  in  these  two  cases  provide  direction  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  on  what  must 
be  in  an  EIS  and  how  Sec.  810  evaluations  and  determinations  need  to  be  conducted.  The  purpose  and 
direction  of  the  SEIS2  is  difficult  to  understand  without  reference  to  these  documents. 

Although  the  appendices  do  not  include  these  vital  documents,  they  do  reproduce  the  affidavits 
collected  by  Mr.  James  F.  Clark,  an  attorney  working  for  pro-logging  interests,  by  Mr.  E.  Bud  Stewart, 
stockholder  and  president  of  Whitestone  Logging,  Inc.,  Mr.  Steve  D.  Seley,  Jr.,  president  of  Wrangell 
Forest  Products,  Ltd.,  and  Mr.  Bobby  G.  Allensworth,  manager  of  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  pulp 
mill  in  Sitka  (Appendix  A-4).  Other  affidavits  and  other  court  documents  presenting  conflicting 
information  on  the  same  topics  were  also  submitted  to  the  court  but  are  not  reproduced. 

Subsistence 

At  the  request  of  U.S.  Forest  Service,  ADF&G  staff  in  the  Southeast  Region  have  spent  a great  deal  of 
time  over  the  past  years  developing  a suggested  procedure  for  conducting  ANILCA  Sec  810 
evaluations  and  determinations  and  in  proriding  U.S.  Forest  Service  with  department  data.  Our  letter 
to  Steve  Brink,  TLMP  Team  Leader,  of  May  22, 1989,  (copy  attached)  is  the  most  recent  articulation  of 
our  position. 
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An  adequate  810  evaluation  and  determination  calls  for  the  following  straight-forward  tasks  or 
procedures: 

1.  Assembling  and  presenting  best  available  data  on  subsistence;  identifying  crucial  data  gaps. 
This  is  the  primary  baseline  or  inventory  analysis  that  needs  to  be  presented  in  the  EIS. 

2.  Evaluating  whether  or  not  the  proposed  activity  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence.  This 
step  determines  on  a site-specific  basis  whether  alternatives  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses. 

3.  Holding  hearings  if  the  proposed  activity  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence.  In  this  step, 
data  are  presented  by  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  affected  communities  to  a)  validate  site-specific 
determinations  that  alternatives  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses,  fc»)  examine  if  the 
planned  logging,  roading,  or  other  land  use  activity  are  necessary  as  defmed  by  law,  and  c) 
identify  means  of  eliminating  or  mitigating  impacts  that  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence 
uses. 

4.  Finding  other  land  for  the  activity  that  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  or  mitigating 
impact  upon  subsistence  uses  if  the  activity  is  found  to  restrict  subsistence  uses  and  be 
necessary. 

The  adequacy  of  the  SEIS2  in  these  tasks  will  be  discussed  below. 

1.  Assembling  and  presenting  best  available  data  on  subsistence. 

237-59  Although  the  SEIS2  makes  a slightly  better  effort  at  assembling  and  presenting  best  available  data  than 
in  the  original  EIS,  it  is  still  incomplete.  The  bibliographies  for  the  four  volumes  include  very  little  of 
the  available  articles  and  reports  relevant  to  subsistence  uses  in  the  study  areas,  none  of  the  literature 
that  provides  a more  general  perspective  on  subsistence  use  of  fish  and  game  in  Alaska,  and  nothing  on 
Tlingit  society  and  culture.  The  many  days  spent  by  Division  of  Subsistence  staff  with  U.S.  Forest 
Service  planners  are  not  dted,  and  the  volumes  of  unpublished  data  that  we  supplied  are  neither  used 
nor  dted.  Only  a very  limited  amount  of  data  from  the  Tongass  Resource  Use  Cooperative  Study 
(TRUCS)  are  induded,and  these  are  often  mis-stated. 

Although  the  team  composition  induded  some  people  with  sodal  science  background,  insuffident 
effort  at  understanding  standard  reference  documents  and  sodo-cultural  data  was  spent  on  this 
document. 

237-60  Although  the  four  volume  SEIS2  is  a very  lengthy  document,  the  sections  actually  presenting  data  on 
subsistence  are  very  thin: 

about  7 pages  for  area  2, 

8 pages  for  area  3, 

9 pages  for  area  6, 

md  7 pages  for  area  12. 

Data  presented  in  these  short  sections  ^wholly  inadequate  for  making  land  use  decisions  that  may 
significantly  restrict  the  subsistence  harvest  and  use  of  fish  and  game  rural  residents. 
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2.  Evaluating  whether  or  not  the  proposed  activity  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence 


237-61 


237-62 


237-63 


237-64 


237-65 


237-66 


The  courts  have  ordered  site-specific  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  various  alternatives  on  subsistence 
uses  and  examination  of  cumulative  impacts.  These  tasks  are  not  done.  General  conclusions  are 
presented  in  the  place  of  site-specific  substantive  analysis. 

The  court-ordered  standard  may  significantly  restrict  is  not  consistently  applied.  In  the  3 pages  in  the 
area  2 volume  that  should  be  doing  810  evaluation  and  determination  no  dear  standard  is  used,  in  the 
space  of  a few  paragraphs  we  find: 

access will  not  be  affected 

availability  of  berries  will  decrease 

foreseeable  activities  may  possibly  restrict  subsistence  uses 
will  have  no  measurable  effect  on  coho,  chum.... 


Since  meaningful  analysis  and  810  evaluation  and  determination  has  not  been  attempted  in  the  SEIS2, 
we  have  little  more  on  which  to  comment. 

3.  Holding  hearings 

The  SEIS2  does  not  present  data  and  analysis  that  delineate  on  a site-specific  basis  which  alternatives 
may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  or  detail  what  specific  impacts  can  be  expected.  The 
summary  section,  p.  v-viii  does,  however,  call  for  810  hearings  to  be  held. 

The  SEIS2  does  not  provide  either  adequate  data  or  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  logging  alternatives  that 
may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  and  does  not  describe  what  these  impacts  might  be  or  where 
they  will  take  place.  Because  the  SEIS2  fails  to  do  its  main  tasks,  public  testimony  in  scheduled  810 
hearings  will  not  be  productive.  Hearings  based  on  the  SEIS2  will  be  strictly  procedural  and  without 
useful  substantive  content. 

At  minimum,  the  public  needs  to  be  shown  on  a site-specific  basis  the  likely  cumulative  impacts  of 
different  logging  alternatives  on  their  subsistence  uses  and  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
implemented. 

The  SEIS2  is  also  an  appropriate  document  in  which  U.S.  Forest  Service  should  describe  the  Sec.  810 
hearing  process.  Many  rural  residents  do  not  understand  what  Sec  810  hearings  are,  why  they  are 
important,  and  what  community  input  would  be  most  effective. 

4.  Alternative  land  and  mitigation.  ANILCA  Sec  810  directs  federal  agencies  to  find  other  land  for 
the  activity  that  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  or  mitigating  impact  upon  subsistence  uses  if 
the  activity  is  found  to  restrict  subsistence  uses  and  be  necessary.  Substitution  of  other  land  for  logging 
and  mitigation  measures  are  not  discussed  in  the  present  SEIS2. 

Page  comments: 

Analysis  area  2. 

iii  The  abstract  states  that  the  SEIS2  discusses  site-specific  environmental  impacts.  This  was  not  done. 
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iii  The  abstract  states  that,  "Potential  effects  on  subsistence  were  evaluated.  None  of  the  action 
alternatives  will  result  in  significant  effects  of  subsistence  use.  The  analysis  concludes  long-term 
cumulative  effects  of  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  may  possibly  restrict  subsistence  use."  Therefore 
810  hearings  will  be  held. 

In  our  review  we  did  not  find  that  potential  effects  were  evaluated  nor  that  long-term  cumulative 
effects  were  shown. 

iii  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  recommendation  of  Alternative  3,  calling  for  the  maximum  harvest  area 
and  harvest  amount  does  not  appear  to  be  based  on  data  presented  in  the  EIS  and  definitely  is  not 
based  on  subsistence  considerations. 

vii  The  SEIS2  proposes  a number  of  monitoring  activities  but  will  not  monitor  subsistence. 

Monitoring  of  impact  on  subsistence  uses  needs  to  be  undertaken  in  cooperation  with  ADF&G. 

2-31  AJtemative  1 claims  are  incorrect.  Carry-over  logging  may  have  an  impact.  Parts  of  carry-over 
areas  were  found  by  the  Division  of  Subsistence  to  be  heavily  used  by  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  Springs 
residents;  these  data  were  given  to  Mr.  Hank  Newhouse  in  1988. 

2-31  Alternative  2 and  3 state  there  are  no  significant  restrictions  from  proposed  activities.  Since 
adequate  analysis  has  not  been  done,  this  conclusion  is  unfounded.  It  also  does  not  use  the  may 
significantly  restrict  standard.  Elsewhere  in  the  SEIS2,  cumulative  effect  that  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses-is  noted.  The  cumulative  effect  is  the  result  of  actions  proposed  under  alternatives  2 
and  3 and  should  be  noted  as  such. 

2-40  Tables  appear  to  be  for  a 5 year  period  but  are  not  labeled  as  such. 

2-40  The  economic  comparison  of  alternatives  relies  heavily  on  an  unpublished  U.S.  Forest  Service 
draft  paper.  Data  and  analysis  supporting  the  economic  comparison  are  not  presented  and  can  not  be 
evaluated. 

2-40  Table  2-9  shows  alternative  1 resulting  in  a negative  volume  of  harvest  of  6.6  MMBF.  Does  U.S. 
Forest  Service  intend  to  replant  trees  that  have  been  already  cut? 

2- 40  I was  unable  to  find  data  showing  cost  to  federal  government  for  different  alternatives,  cost  to 
state  government  for  public  services,  cost  for  habitat  rehabilitation,  or  cost  for  lost  subsistence,  fish  and 
game,  tourism,  and  recreational  resources.  Valid  economic  comparison  must  consider  the  impact  of 
various  alternatives  on  the  affected  regional  economy  and  not  only  on  the  logging  sector. 

3-  Data  presentation  is  limited  to  about  7 pages,  including  a general  boiler-plate  table  from  TRUCS. 
No  use  has  been  made  other  existing  TRUCS  reports  or  of  detailed  Division  of  Subsistence  survey 
data.  Division  of  Subsistence  unit  descriptions  and  use  intensity  maps,  and  ADF&G  subsistence  salmon 
permit  data.  No  description  or  analysis  of  the  importance  of  subsistence  to  Hoonah  residents  is 
undertaken.  Data  presented  are  culturally  insensitive  to  Tlingit  Indians.  Site-specific  description  is  not 
done. 

3-70  fig  3-15  graph  needs  to  note  that  data  are  based  on  a sample. 

3-71  fig  3-16  and  3-17  are  nice  but  give  us  no  data  useful  for  the  SEIS2  since  they  are  for  all  of  SE 
Alaska 
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237-79  3-71  fig  3-17  footnote  incorrect,  graph  does  not  present  economic  data 

237-80  3-72  states  that  U.S.  Forest  Service  is  providing  site-specific  subsistence  evaluation  in  the  SEIS2.  This 

is  not  present. 

237-8 1 3-72  the  SEIS2  refers  to  primary-use  subsistence  community " as  opposed  to  communities  with 

occasional  use.  We  have  no  idea  what  this  means  and  note  that  Elfin  Cove  is  closer  to  many  parts  of 
Area  2 than  Hoonah.  Apparently  Tenakee  Springs  is  not  the  "primary-use  subsistence"  for  VCUs  222 
and  223,  areas  close  to  Tenakee  Springs,  bordering  the  inlet. 

237-82  3-74  fig  3-18  other  mammals  should  probably  be  marine  mammals 

237-83  3-74  fig  3-19  Data  in  this  graphic  are  inaccurate.  No  use  at  all  is  shown  in  VCUs  198  and  199,  two 

VCUs  closest  to  and  most  heavily  used  by  Hoonah.  No  shellfish  from  the  best  intertidal  area  near 
Hoonah  in  VCU  200.  Throw  this  out  or  use  real  data! 

237-84  3-74  fig  3-20  Incorrect  as  fig  3-19;  error  in  drawing  as  well.  Text  that  describes  these  two  graphics  is 

incorrect. 

237-85  3-76  Analysis  is  incomplete.  The  table  shows  that  Hoonah  deer  harvest  has  gone  down  in  1987. 

Number  of  days  needed  to  harvest  a deer  has  gone  from  1.7  in  1985  to  43  in  1987.  Local  deer  hunters 
harvested  58%  of  deer  harvested  in  1985  and  only  41%  of  deer  harvested  in  1987.  These  would  appear 
to  be  significant  changes. 

1988  data,  which  have  been  available  for  months,  are  not  included.  These  data  might  confirm  the  1985- 
1987  trend. 

237-86  4-38  repeats  the  primary  use/occasional  use  community  distinction.  This  distinction  has  no  basis. 

237-87  4-38  4-39  Understates  logging  camp  activity  in  area  2.  Logging  has  put  people  in  Salt  Lake  Bay  in  1989 

and  may  add  people  elsewhere  in  area  2.  Whitestone  camp  near  Hoonah  has  logged  in  area  2 during 
the  86-90  time  period. 

237-88  4-39  The  no-action  alternative  appears  to  include  carry-over  timber.  If  any  logging  is  taking  place 

under  an  alternative,  the  effects  on  subsistence  must  be  discussed. 

237-89  4-39  SEIS2  claims  that  access  would  not  be  affected.  Log  transfer  facilities,  increased  boat  traffic 

connected  with  logging,  log  rafting  areas,  and  changes  in  roading  all  may  change  access. 

Environmental  consequences  are  not  discussed. 

237-90  4-39  SEIS2  claims  no  increase  in  competition  from  log  camp  residents.  Hoonah  residents  have  told 

me  that  there  are  many  more  loggers  present  in  areas  they  use  in  summer,  1989. 

4-39  "primary  subsistence  use  area  for  the  seasonal  logging  camp  at  Eight  Fathom  Bight".  Only  Alaska 
residents  of  rural  communities  qualify  for  subsistence.  Residents  of  seasonal  logging  camps  may  not 
meet  state  criteria. 

4-39 " no  increase  in  competition  is  expected  from  new  residents"  According  to  Hoonah  residents, 

major  increase  in  competition  from  logging  camp  residents  has  occurred. 
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2 37-9  1 4-40  " salmon  spawning  and  rearing  habitat....would  have  no  measurable  effect"  The  effect  may  not 

be  measurable  because  U.S.  Forest  Service  does  not  plan  to  monitor  the  anadromous  streams  of  area 
well  enough  to  measure  any  effect! 

237-92  4-40  4-41  The  Forest  Service  concluded  the  availability  of  crabs,  clams,  and  other  shellfish  for 

subsistence  harvest  would  not  decrease."  No  evidence  or  discussion  is  presented  for  this  or  other 
conclusions  in  the  environmental  consequences  section. 

Same  for  herring  roe  and  other  fish.  ADF&G  has  noted  problems  with  herring  roe  for  Hoonah 
residents. 

237-93  4-65  SEIS2  states  that  "During  the  (TLMP)  revision  effort,  the  potential  effects  on  subsistence  users 

from  the  programmatic  prescriptive  resource  use  scheduling  will  be  addressed."  In  our  numerous 
meetings  with  the  TLMP  team  we  have  never  heard  that  TLMP  will  address  the  harvesting  schedule. 

cc.  Rob  Bosworth,  Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Steve  Behnke,  Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Bob  Wolfe,  Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
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Memorandum 


State  or  Alaska 


Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Division  of  Subsistence 


To:  Date:  28  July,  1989, 

Don  Cornelius 

Area  Habitat  Biologist 

Habitat  Division 

Petersburg 

From:  Subject:  SEIS2 

Bob  Schroeder 
Division  of  Subsistence 
Juneau 


Thanks  for  giving  me  a bit  more  time  to  add  further  comments.  The  Division  of  Subsistence 
appreciates  the  competence  and  tenacity  with  which  you  approach  the  complicated  task  of  organizing 
department  comments  on  U.S.  Forest  Service  planning  documents. 

This  memo  includes  some  additional  comments  on  the  draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  Phase  2.  I suppose  this  is  phase  2 of  my  comments  on  phase  2!  I have  been  able  to  spend  a 
short  amount  of  time  on  the  Executive  Summary,  a document  I received  on  June  27, 1989,  after  I had 
written  my  earlier  comments,  and  on  the  volume  for  study  areas  3.  I have  read  through  the  subsistence 
sections  for  volumes  for  study  areas  6 and  12.  My  general  comments  on  the  SEIS2  stand  for  these 
volumes  as  well.  As  with  the  earlier  set  of  comments,  the  following  comments  should  be  seen  as 
indicative  of  Division  of  Subsistence  concerns  rather  than  an  exhaustive  review. 

237-94  The  generic  points  raised  in  my  June  26, 1989  comments  still  stand.  We  continue  to  believe  that  public 
interest  will  be  served  and  court  stipulations  met  only  if  a site-specific  analysis  is  performed.  This  has 
not  taken  place  in  the  SEIS2.  According  to  my  notes,  Mr.  Pierce  stated  in  our  July  20, 1989,  meeting 
that  this  was  not  done  because  of  concerns  raised  at  a meeting  with  the  TRUCS  Native  Advisory 
Committee  on  May  5 concerning  review  of  subsistence  maps.  As  I indicated  at  that  time,  I did  not 
recall  that  such  a request  was  made  by  the  Native  Advisory  Committee  at  that  time,  and  we  had  no 
indication  that  U.S.  Forest  Service  substantially  changed  its  approach  for  the  SEIS2  following  this 
meeting.  Mr.  Loescher's  correspondence  with  U.S.  Forest  Service,  copies  attached,  indicate  some  of 
the  concerns  of  the  Native  Advisory  Committee. 

237-95  We  also  stand  behind  our  May  22, 1989  letter  presenting  suggested  procedures  for  810  evaluations  and 
determinations.  My  comments  do  not  repeat  the  detail  of  this  letter. 

237-96  Some  use  has  been  made  of  TRUCS  mapped  data  for  some  communities.  We  would  encourage 
further  use  of  this  data  base  once  these  mapped  data  have  been  reviewed  and  are  final.  We  are 
concerned  about  the  planning  team  use  of  raw  data  for  planning  decisions  for  two  reasons.  First,  we  do 
not  believe  that  appropriate  analysis  of  raw  field  data  was  done  by  the  planning  team.  This  is  a task  for 
trained  researchers  and  analysts  and  must  be  well  documented  to  meet  research  standards.  Secondly, 
explicit  commitments  were  made  with  people  consenting  to  be  interviewed,  with  the  communities 
where  surveying  took  place,  and  with  the  Native  Advisory  Committee  by  the  TRUCS  project 
management  that  mapped  data  would  not  be  used  before  community  review  took  place;  mapped  data 
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used  in  the  SEIS2  has  not  been  subject  to  this  review.  Use  of  raw  data  before  it  has  been  objectively 
analyzed,  reviewed,  and  preferably  published  is  highly  questionable.  Division  of  Subsistence  has  been 
consistently  on  record  over  the  life  of  the  TRUCS  project  that  planning  use  of  raw  mapped  subsistence 
data  should  not  take  place.  Note  the  concerns  of  Mr.  Loescher,  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Native 
Advisory  Committee,  related  to  the  premature  use  of  the  TRUCS  mapped  data. 

Use  of  photos  were  appreciated  by  this  reviewer.  Pictures  should  be  credited  to  sources;  people 
appearing  in  photos,  particularly  Native  elders,  should  be  identified. 


Executive  Summary. 

We  commend  U.S.  Forest  Service  for  providing  this  summary  which  has  potentially  provides  the  public 
with  a more  accessible  overview  of  material  in  the  4 volume  set.  The  summary,  however,  is  not  closely 
referenced  to  the  main  text  and  frequently  appears  to  summarize  conclusions  that  are  not  stated  in  the 
volumes  for  study  areas  2,  3,  6,  and  12. 

Table  aa2-l  Because  of  flaws  noted  in  our  comments  on  the  study  area  2 document,  the  conclusions 
listed  in  this  table  are  questionable.  No  site-specific  analysis  or  conclusions  are  presented.  The  table 
states  that  study  area  2 is  not  a highly  used  subsistence  area  and  concludes  that  no  significant  restriction 
from  proposed  activities  results  from  the  action  alternatives  2 and  3. 

Data  are  not  presented  in  the  study  area  2 document  that  support  this  summary.  Data  that  conflict 
with  these  conclusions  were  supplied  to  U.S.  Forest  Service  but  are  not  referrenced  or  included. 
Locations  close  to  Hoonah  that  are  among  those  most  heavily  used  for  subsistence  are  included  in  this 
study  area.  In  addition  to  Native  Corporation  land  directly  across  from  Hoonah,  Mud  Bay,  Neka  Bay, 
Salt  Lake  Bay,  and  Eight  Fathom  Bight/Upper  Port  Frederick  have  been  shown  to  be  very  important 
subsistence  use  areas  in  this  study  area.  Mapped  and  quantitative  data  from  Division  of  Subsistence 
studies  in  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  showing  intensity  of  use  of  subunits  of  this  study  area  were  supplied  to 
Mr.  Newhouse  early  in  the  planning  process.  Major  logging  and  roading  activities  are  anticipated 
under  the  SEIS2  in  these  very  areas. 

Table  aaa3-l  The  finding  that,  for  all  alternatives.  Implementation  could  potentially  affect  key 
subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a portion  ofAA3  does  not  provide  an  indication  of  where  impacts  might 
occur  within  study  area  3.  It  also  shows  that  alternative  2,  No  Further  Harvest,  meaning  no  logging  or 
roading,  will  have  the  same  impact  as  the  different  harvesting  alternatives. 

pg.  34,  Issue  9.  states  that  ADF&G  minor  harvest  units  3523, 3524, 3525  and  3526  could  be  affected. 
No  map  is  provided  showing  these  units,  which  will  make  it  difficult  for  the  public  to  know  which  areas 
are  affected.  In  checking  with  the  Study  Area  3 volume  we  found  exclusive  reliance  on  raw,  unanalyzed 
TRUCS  mapped  data.  This  volume  does  not  provide  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  these  are  the 
only  units  affected  or  clearly  state  what  the  effects  on  subsistence  may  be. 

pg.  aa6-l  pg.  53,  Issue  9,  similar  problem  as  above 

aal2-l  table  is  unclear.  Is  there  an  impact  that  triggers  the  may  significantly  restrict  criterion  or  not? 

pg.  73  Issue  9.  effects....would  be  minimal  The  standard  should  be  may  significantly  restrict  not 
minimal.  As  with  the  other  volumes,  the  baseline  data  presented  on  subsistence  and  the  subsistence 
effects  analysis  are  so  thin  in  the  study  area  12  volume  that  conclusions  concerning  impact  can  not  be 
made. 
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237- 1 03  pg  3-87  This  volume  repeats  the  primary-use  subsistence  communities  vs  occasional  use  communities 
distinction.  This  has  no  basis  in  fact. 


237-104  pg.  3-89  Since  trues  mapped  data  used  here  have  not  been  subject  to  either  researcher  or  community 
review,  their  use  here  is  inappropriate. 

I attended  the  only  review  of  TRUCS  maps  for  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  held  to  date,  in  sparsely  attended 
community  meetings  in  Hoonah  on  June  15  and  Tenakee  on  June  16,  1989  (field  report  attached,  U.S. 
Forest  Service  has  not  provided  notes  for  these  or  other  review  meetings  held).  In  the  review  in  both 
of  these  communities,  maps  were  found  to  contain  plotting  or  cartographic  error.  We  also  found  that 
maps  appeared  to  have  substantive  errors  in  some  areas.  Both  the  technical  problems  with  maps  for 
these  communities  and  the  substantive  errors  must  be  carefully  corrected  before  they  are  presented  as 
research  products  in  an  official  document. 

237-1 05  pg.  3-22  40%  of  the  food  supply.  We  do  not  know  how  this  figure  was  derived. 

237-1 06  4-  conclusions  are  not  supported  by  data. 


237-1 07  4-64  no  increase  in  competition  for  resources  from  residents  at  logging  camps  is  anticipated. 

Residents  in  this  area  report  a marked  increase  in  active  camps  and  more  loggers  in  this  study  area  in 
1989.  Why  has  the  plan  not  anticipated  this? 


cc.  Rob  Bosworth,Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Steve  Behnke,Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Bob  Wolfe,Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
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Memorandum 


State  of  Alaska 


Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Division  of  Subsistence 

« » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » « » 


To:  Date:  September  14,  1988 

Don  Cornelius 

Area  Habitat  Biologist 

Habitat  Division 

Petersburg 

From:  Subject:  86-90  EIS  draft 

Bob  Schroeder 
Division  of  Subsistence 
Juneau 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  APC  Long-term  Timber  Sale  Contract 
Draft  Supplement  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  the  81-86  and  86-90  Operating  Periods. 
My  specific  comments  will  be  limited  to  sections  dealing  with  subsistence  and  810  evaluation.  I am 
sure  you  will  get  other  comments  concerning  the  application  of  the  Game  Div.  deer  model  and  the 
treatment  of  carryover  logging.  As  we  discussed  in  our  phone  conversation,  I would  like  the 
opportunity  to  add  to  these  comments  later  on  in  the  month,  before  the  department  response  is  final. 

Summary. 

Based  on  my  reading  of  Mr.  Barton's  letter  of  intent  of  9/30/87, 1 expected  this  phase  I document  a)  to 
make  a thorough  presentation  of  subsistence  data  for  communities  affected  by  logging  in  the  study  area 
and  b)  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  different  logging  scenarios  on  the  subsistence  use  of  these  communities 
and  make  810  determinations.  It  does  neither.  Some  of  the  most  serious  data  problems  are  described 
below.  Complete  presentation  of  subsistence  data  is  a necessary  but  not  sufficient  condition  in  this 
document. 

Beyond  listing  which  of  7 communities  use  the  VCUs  of  the  study  area,  the  document  does  very  little  to 
analyze  the  effect  of  different  management  options  on  subsistence.  The  following  is  a quick  list  of 
some  of  the  questions  Forest  Service  should  address: 

What  subsistence  harvests  are  likely  to  be  affected  by  different  cutting  plans  in  each  VCU  for 
each  community? 

How  do  the  critical  habitats  for  subsistence  species  intersect  with  subsistence  use  areas  and 
proposed  timber  harvest  units? 

What  acreage  of  intensively  used  subsistence  areas  are  scheduled  for  logging  under  different 
scenarios? 

What  habitat  types  (old  growth,  riparian,  alpine,  etc.)  used  for  subsistence  are  affected  by 
different  management  plans? 

What  changes  in  subsistence  can  be  expected  from  extension  of  logging  roads? 
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What  is  the  likely  effect  on  overall  subsistence  harvest  levels  and  composition  of  subsistence 
harvest  of  different  management  alternatives? 

What  is  the  effect  on  subsistence  in  affected  communities  of  the  establishment  of  long  term 
logging  camps;  is  harvest  competition  an  important  factor? 

What  is  the  likely  long  term  effect  on  deer  harvest  of  different  management  alternatives,  given 
deer  population  sensitivity  to  habitat  change  and  climatic  variation? 

How  do  expected  snow  depth,  distance  from  a subsistence  community,  presence  of  roads, 
community  economy,  community  ethnicity,  community  population  structure,  and  other  factors 
influence  the  affect  of  management  alternatives? 

What  management  alternatives  are  most  likely  to  result  in  significant  restrictions  to 
subsistence  harvesting? 

If  Forest  Service  is  unable  to  address  questions  like  the  above,  they  have  made  no  real  headway  in 
evaluating  the  impact  of  management  alternatives  on  subsistence  and  are  no  closer  to  being  able  to 
make  810  evaluations  and  determinations  than  they  were  before  the  Tenakee  law  suit.  This  situation  is 
all  the  more  frustrating  since  most  of  these  questions  are  answerable  to  hardworking  research  with 
available  data. 


Specific  comments. 

1.  Overall  the  document  is  well  written  with  a polished  final  production.  The  subsistence  photos  are 
well  done  and  make  the  text  more  readable.  The  planning  team  should  be  commended  for  its  work. 

2.  Planning  team  expertise.  Unfortunately  none  of  the  16  listed  preparers  of  the  document  is  a 
specialist  in  subsistence  use  of  fish  and  game  or  has  background  or  training  in  social  science,  research 
in  subsistence  communities,  or  the  social  impact  of  technological  change.  Many  such  individuals  exist 
both  within  the  Forest  Service  and  in  other  government  and  private  agencies  in  Alaska.  Since  this 
supplement  is  being  prepared  in  part  to  address  subsistence  questions  and  to  make  810  evaluations  and 
determinations,  neglecting  to  include  even  one  person  with  necessary  expertise  as  a preparer  is  a 
serious  defect.  Would  Forest  Service  put  out  a document  on  forest  management  without  including  a 
forester  as  a preparer? 

Planning  team  member,  Hank  Newhouse  contacted  the  Division  of  Subsistence  and  made  good  use  of 
subsistence  maps  for  Angoon,  Kake,  Hoonah,  Sitka,  and  Tenakee  that  we  gave  him.  His  effort, 
however,  did  not  make  up  for  fundamental  deficiencies  in  team  composition  and  expertise. 

3. 810.  Most  glaringly,  the  document  does  not  do  the  primary  thing  it  is  supposed  to.do.  In  Mr. 
Barton's  letter  of  intent  submitted  on  9/30/87  (see  A-5)  it  is  stated  that  "this  phase  will  provide  an 
updated  Section  810  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA)  evaluation  and 
determination,  regarding  alternatives  considered  in  this  phase  for  the  entire  study"  (quoted  from  the 
original).  The  present  draft  does  not  do  this  but  states,  "A  preliminary  determination  of  whether  a 
significant  restriction  upon  subsistence  uses  may  result  from  implementation  of  any  alternatives 
considered  in  detail  in  the  Supplement  process  will  be  included  in  the  Phase  II  Draft  EIS".  Will  we 
ever  get  810  evaluations  and  determinations  as  required  by  ANILCA? 
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4.  Timing.  The  letter  of  intent  projects  a date  of  issuance  for  this  document  of  May,  1988;  it  came  out 
in  late  Aug.,  1988.  Phase  II  is  to  be  out  no  later  than  Dec.,  1988.  Both  phases  are  expected  to  be 
completed  12  to  18  months  after  9/30/88.  The  final  for  both  phases  is  projected  as  May  1, 1989.  The 
slippage  of  these  dates  vitiates  any  analysis  that  might  be  done  since  the  86-90  time  period  will  almost 
be  over  before  the  supplements  are  final. 

5.  Subsistence  harvest  data.  Very  limited  data  on  subsistence  harvest  of  fish  and  game  in  four  SE 
communities  are  presented  in  tables  4-13  to  4-17  with  the  same  data  also  appearing  in  appendix  J. 

Much  better  and  more  detailed  data  on  subsistence  harvests  are  available  and  were  supplied  to  Forest 
Service  by  the  Division  of  Subsistence.  A minimal  job  of  presenting  subsistence  harvest  data  would 
provide  data  summaries  showing  levels  of  harvest  by  species  for  all  communities  where  such  data  exists. 

At  the  time  of  the  letter  of  intent  data  were  available  from  Division  of  Subsistence  studies  for  the 
communities  of  Angoon,  Haines,  Hoonah,  Kake,  Klukwan,  Haines,  Sitka,  and  Tenakee.  Data  for 
Gustavus,  Edna  Bay,  and  some  other  communities  were  available  from  Forest  Service  and  Fish  and 
Game  Advisory  committee  reports. 

Harvest  data  for  each  of  30  SE  subsistence  communities  from  the  Tongass  Resource  Use  Cooperative 
Study,  TRUCS,  a major  cooperative  study  of  subsistence  funded  by  Forest  Service  and  conducted 
jointly  by  the  University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Social  and  Economic  Research  and  the  Division  of 
Subsistence  has  been  available  since  June,  1988. 

For  some  unknown  reason  these  data  are  poorly  reported  in  this  document  which  should  use  best 
available  data.  The  final  of  this  document  should  accurately  report  best  available  harvest  data  by 
community. 

6.  Deer  and  salmon  harvest.  In  addition  to  harvest  data  from  subsistence  studies,  diachronic  data  on 
deer  harvest  and  harvest  effort  by  community  are  available  from  Game  Division,  ADF&G.  Subsistence 
salmon  harvest  data  based  on  subsistence  permits  by  species  and  community  are  available  from  the 
Division  of  Commercial  Fish,  ADF&G.  These  data  should  be  reported. 

7.  Personal  use.  The  document  generally  refers  to  subsistence  harvests  or  subsistence  use  as  personal 
harvest  or  personal  use  (cf  4-17,  4-18).  Sometimes  it  lumps  in  recreational  hunting,  fishing,  crabbing, 
and  subsistence  uses  (cf  4-21).  These  are  not  the  same  thing  at  all,  and  the  usage  in  the  document  is 
confusing  in  light  of  ANILCA,  the  State  of  Alaska  subsistence  law,  and  fish  and  game  regulations. 

7.  Subsistence  mapped  data.  Tables  3-5  through  3-12  show  subsistence  use  of  7 communities  by 
species  by  Value  Comparison  Unit.  Data  for  Angoon,  Kake,  Hoonah,  Sitka,  and  Tenakee  are  from 
major  studies  conducted  by  the  Division  of  Subsistence  using  standard  subsistence  mapping 
methodologies.  Data  for  Pelican  are  probably  from  the  Coastal  Management  Plan  and  are  based  on  an 
unknown  methodology.  These  data  need  to  be  properly  cited  to  source. 

Data  for  Port  Alexander  and  Point  Baker/Port  Protection  may  be  from  Forest  Service  studies  and 
appear  to  be  in  error.  Port  Alexander  was  visited  by  Forest  Service  staff  for  two  days,  Sept.  30  and  Oct. 
1,  and  a map  was  prepared  based  on  interviews  held  on  those  two  days;  given  this  uncertain 
methodology,  the  very  preliminary,  unpublished,  unreviewed,  and  uncirculated  data  from  this  two  day 
visit  should  not  be  taken  as  the  last  word  on  Port  Alexander  subsistence  nor  be  used  in  this  document. 
According  to  Table  3-11  Port  Alexander  residents  only  hunt  and  fish  in  a few  VCUs  on  Kuiu  Island; 
they  do  no  harvesting  anywhere  nearer  to  home  on  Baranof  Island.  In  fact,  the  USFS  trip  report  for 
Port  Alexander  (Nov.  1987)  that  was  used  to  provide  the  DEIS  data  indicates  that  only  three  people 
from  Port  Alexander  completed  a subsistence  questionnaire  and  also  states  that  subsistence  uses  by 
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members  of  that  community  were  not  confined  to  Kuiu  Island  but  include  portions  of  Baranof  Island  as 
well.  Similarly  the  Point  Baker/Port  Protection  subsistence  use  is  shown  in  table  3-12  is  restricted  to  a 
small  number  of  VCUs  on  Kuiu  Island.  Other  hunting  areas  for  Port  Alexander,  Point  Baker/Port 
Protection  are  recognized  by  the  Alaska  Board  of  Game,  and  we  know  members  of  these  fishing 
community  harvest  in  other  VCUs. 

Maps  showing  subsistence  use  by  species  for  each  community  should  be  in  the  final. 

Map  4-1  and  tables  4-18  through  4-33  are  confusing.  From  the  depictions  I can  not  determine  what 
communities  are  represented  or  what  data  sources  were  used.  Since  only  a small  number  of  the 
communities  in  SE  are  represented,  map  4-1  is  low  on  meaning;  dark  areas  are  not  necessarily  used 
more  or  by  more  communities  than  light  areas.  The  map  and  tables  should  be  dropped. 

At  the  time  of  the  letter  of  intent,  maps  showing  the  extent  of  subsistence  use  by  species  were  available 
from  Division  of  Subsistence  studies  for  only  six  communities— Angoon,  Hoonah,  Kake,  Klawock,  Sitka, 
and  Tenakee.  Intensity  of  use  data,  showing  the  percentage  of  surveyed  households  using  each  portion 
of  the  subsistence  harvest  territory  are  also  available  for  five  of  these  communities  (not  for  Sitka). 

These  intensity  of  use  data  should  be  reported. 

Mapped  data  for  all  SE  subsistence  communities  were  collected  as  part  of  the  TRUCS  subsistence 
study.  Maps  based  on  these  data  will  be  ready  later  this  year  and  should  be  used  in  the  final  for 
communities  where  Division  of  Subsistence  has  not  been  supplied. 

8.  Data  sources.  The  sources  for  subsistence  data  consulted  by  the  team  and  listed  in  appendix  J 
includes  only  21  references  many  of  which  are  to  personal  communications  and  unpublished  documents 
and  some  of  which  are  on  deer  ecology.  Given  the  bookshelf  of  published  material  on  subsistence  and 
SE  Tlingit  communities,  relying  on  these  few  sources  does  not  make  best  use  of  available  data. 

9.  Analysis  procedure.  The  document  states  that  it  followed  the 
Forest  Service  Subsistence  Management  and  Use  Handbook  (FSH 
2609.25)  in  analyzing  subsistence  data  (4-17).  In  my 
reading  this  810  handbook  does  not  provide  detailed 
direction  as  to  what  data  sources  need  to  be  examined  and 
how  an  evaluation  and  determination  might  take  place. 

I would  suggest  that  the  planning  team  review  a)  the  Alaska 
Habitat  Management  Guide  for  the  components  of  an  adequate 
evaluation  and  determination  (attached)  and  b)  the  procedure 
followed  by  the  Alaska  Boards  of  Fisheries  and  Game  in 
making  customary  and  traditional  determinations.  The 
document  must  state  what  data  it  chooses  to  consider  and 
show  how  it  reaches  its  conclusions  with  respect  to  810  and 
subsistence. 

10.  Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment.  The  casual  narrative  presentation 

of  important  conclusions  about  subsistence  harvesting  in 
communities  falls  short  of  professional  standards. 
Conclusions  such  as  the  following  need  to  be  supported  by 
data: 
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The  traditional  and  customary  harvest  of  foods 
including  deer,  ducks,  geese,  berries,  roots,  salmon, 
halibut,  shellfish,  and  bottomfish  are  integral  to 
Hoonah's  way  of  life. 

Today,  Angoon  remains  a gathering  and  hunting  society. 

Use  of  natural  resources  is  traditional  and  significant 
throughout  the  year  by  the  majority  of  (Tenakee) 
residents. 

Pelican's  main  subsistence  uses  include  deer  hunting, 
trapping  furbearers,  waterfowl,  fishing,  and  shellfish 
gathering. 

Deer  hunting  is  the  only  known  subsistence  use  of  the 
area  by  Petersburg  residents. 

The  traditional  subsistence  uses  by  Kake  residents 
include  hunting  for  deer  and  waterfowl,  fishing, 
trapping  furbearers,  and  gathering  shellfish. 

Sitka  residents  hunt,  fish,  trap,  gather  shellfish,  and 
gather  berries  for  subsistence  purposes. 

Subsistence  use  by  Elfin  Cove  residents  is  deer 
hunting,  shellfish  gathering,  salmon  trolling,  and 
firewood  gathering. 

Today,  many  residents  (Port  Alexander)  fish 
commercially  and  choose  to  live  here  because  of  the 
location  and  subsistence  lifestyle. 

(Point  Baker/Port  Protection)  Many  subsistence  uses  are 
deer,  bear,  waterfowl,  shellfish,  trapping  furbearers, 
and  gathering  berries. 

Subsistence  harvest  of  fish  and  game  by  residents  of  Craig, 
Gustavus,  Haines,  Klawock,  Skagway,  Wrangell,  Yakutat,  and 
other  SE  communities  may  take  place  within  the  study  area. 
The  possible  effect  of  timber  management  on  their  uses  needs 
to  be  evaluated  and  a determination  made  as  well  as  for  the 
communities  treated  in  Chapter  3. 

CC . Rob  BosworthjDivision  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Steve  Behnke, Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
Bob  Wolfe, Division  of  Subsistencejuneau 
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IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 

ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  ) 

and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan  ) 

Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  ) 

Individually  and  as  Chief  of  ) 

the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  ) 

BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ) 

ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE  ) 

WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  ) 

GLESSING,  ) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 

v.  ) 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  ) 

official  capacity  as  Regional  ) 

Forester  for  the  Alaska  ) 

Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON,  ) 

in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Chief  of  the  United  States  ) 

Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG,  ) 

in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  ) 

the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST  ) No.  J88-025  Civil 

SERVICE,  an  agency  within  j 

the  Department  of  Agriculture,  ) 

Defendants.  j 

and  j 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION,  | 

Intervenor-Defendant.  ) 


EXHIBITS  FOR  APPLICATION  FOR 
INJUNCTION  PENDING  APPEAL 


LAW  OFFICES  OF 

ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

ANCHORAGE  AND  STA1EWIDE  OFFICE 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 
ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 


v. 


U O 

* 5 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Regional 
Forester  for  the  Alaska 
Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States 
Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST 
SERVICE,  an  agency  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture, 


No.  J88-025  Civil 


Defendants. 


and 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 
Intervenor-Defendant. 
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AFFIDAVIT  OF  VANCE  A.  SANDERS 


ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

4IS  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  32  2 
JUNEAU,  ALASKA  99801 
(907)  588-6429 


Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation 


Vance  A.  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 

419  Sixth  Street,  Suite  322 
Juneau,  Alaska  99801 
(907)  586-6425 

Carol  H.  Daniel 
Joseph  D.  Johnson 
;i  1016  W.  6th  St.,  Suite  200 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
■ (907)  276-6282 

;j  Attorneys  for  Plaintiffs 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 


|i 

ii 

ii 

|f 

i 

!i 

ii 


FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 

ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  ) 

of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  RICHARD  ) 

SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of  ) 

the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  BEAN,  ) 

RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ERNESTINE  HANLON,  ) 

GEORGE  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  GLESSING,  ) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 

v.  S 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) No.  J88-025  Civ. 

Regional  Forester  for  the  Alaska  Region,  ) 

DALE  ROBERTSON,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Chief  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service,  ) 

RICHARD  LYNG,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) AFFIDAVIT  OF 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  ) VANCE  A.  SANDERS 

UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE,  an  ) 

agency  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  ) 

Defendants,  ) 

and  ) 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION,  ) 

Intervenor-Defendant.  ) 


ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

■41B  SIXTH  STREET.  6UITE  32  2 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  99801 
(907)  888-6423 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


) 


) ss. 


FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

VANCE  A.  SANDERS,  being  duly  sworn,  states: 

1.  I am  an  attorney  of  record  for  plaintiffs  in  this  action. 

2.  On  December  12,  1988,  the  parties  in  this  case  held  a settlement  negotiation. 
Plaintiffs  requested  interim  suspension  of  timber  development  in  VCUs  209,  210  and  212 
but  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  did  not  agree  to  that  request. 

3.  At  this  meeting,  I learned  from  attorneys  for  the  Forest  Service  that  the 
Forest  Service  was  planning  to  hold  "810  hearings"  in  response  to  this  Court's  order  and  in 
conjunction  with  the  production  of  a Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
growing  out  of  the  City  of  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtright  litigation.  The  Forest  Service 
attorneys  said  that  the  "target  date"  for  production  of  the  SEIS  --  in  which  any  findings 
under  Section  810  would  be  made  - was  May,  1989,  but  that  they  could  not  state  with 
confidence  that  the  final  SEIS  would  be  issued  then  and  not  later  in  the  year.  To  my 
knowledge,  the  "810  hearings"  for  the  Hoonah  area  have  not  yet  formally  been  scheduled. 

4.  Later  that  day,  I spoke  to  Jim  Clark,  the  attorney  for  the  Alaska  Pulp 
Corporation,  about  the  status  of  APC’s  1989  annual  logging  plans.  Mr.  Clark  informed  me 
that  APC's  1989  logging  plans  were  not  yet  available  but  that  the  company  intended  to 
continue  timber  development  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island. 


H 

< 


5.  Mr.  Clark  informed  me  that  APC's  contractor  in  the  Whitestone  area  & 


planned  to  shut  down  its  operations  within  a few  days  of  our  conversation  and  reopen  in  j 


oU 


early  to  mid-February.  He  advised  me  that  operations  in  February  would  begin  in  VCU  Jjjj 


210  (units  4,  5,  6 and  7)  and  continue  down  the  road  that  runs  into  VCU  212.  He  also 
advised  me  that  operations  would  begin  in  VCU  209  (units  27,  29  and  30)  as  soon  as  the 
snow  melted  there. 


< 

* 

V) 

< 


< 
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ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

41#  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  322 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  99001 
(907)  588-0429 


6.  In  order  to  obtain  official  information  about  APC's  1989  logging,  I contacted 
the  Forest  Service's  attorney,  Alan  Campbell.  On  January  5,  1989,  Mr.  Campbell  informed 
me  that  APC's  annual  logging  plan  had  been  submitted  to  the  agency's  Sitka  office  the 
previous  week  but  had  not  yet  been  approved  or  reviewed  by  the  agency's  Juneau  office. 
He  stated  that  he  was  not  sure  when  that  plan  would  be  finalized  and  available  for  public 
disclosure  and  review. 

DATED  at  Juneau,  Alaska,  this /f^  day  of  January,  1989. 


;j  SUBSCRIBED  and  SWORN  TO  before  me 
j|  this  [ day  of  January,  1989,  at 
;!  Juneau,  Alaska. 

it 
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ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 
anchohage  and  statewide  OFFICE 

10  18  WEST  SIXTH  AVENUE.  SUITE  200 
ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  99301 
(9071  278-8282 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


• I 

!! 

I. 

l! 

I! 


I> 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
•'  Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
' the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
1 BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 

!!  ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
,,  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
'1  GLESSING, 
i! 

!'  Plaintiffs, 

v. 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
| official  capacity  as  Regional 
| Forester  for  the  Alaska 
it  Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States 
Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST 
SERVICE,  an  agency  within 
J the  Department  of  Agriculture, 

i 

Defendants. 

i 

j and 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 


Intervenor-Defendant. 


No.  J88-025  Civil 
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MAP:  STATUS  OF  1981-86  AND  1986-90  PLANS  ON  NOVEMBER  23,  1988 
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LAW  OFFICES  OF 

ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

ANCHORAGE  ANO  STATEWIDE  OFFICE 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 
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ii 

|i 

ii 

i! 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  ) 

and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan  ) 

Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  ) 

Individually  and  as  Chief  of  ) 

the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  ) 

BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ) 

ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE  ) 

WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  ) 

GLESSING,  ) 

Plaintiffs,  \ 

v.  ) 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  ) 

official  capacity  as  Regional  ) 

Forester  for  the  Alaska  ) 

Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON,  ) 

in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Chief  of  the  United  States  ) 

Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG,  ) 

in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  ) 

the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST  ) No.  J88-025  Civil 

SERVICE,  an  agency  within  ) 

the  Department  of  Agriculture,  S 

Defendants.  ) 

and  ) 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION,  | 

Intervenor-Defendant.  ) 
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LAW  OPriCEi  OP 

ALASKA  LliGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

ANCHORAGE  AND  STAT  E WIDE  OFFICE 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 
ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
GLESSING, 


< < ^ 

CM 
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•) 


Plaintiffs, 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Regional 
Forester  for  the  Alaska 
Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States 
Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST 
SERVICE,  an  agency  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture, 


Defendants. 


and 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 
Intervenor-Defendant. 


No.  J88-025  Civil 


PLAINTIFFS’  EXHIBIT  52 


AFFIDAVIT  OF  JOHN  W.  SCHOEN 


Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation 


Vance  A-  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 

419  Sixth  Street,  Suite  322 
Juneau,  AJaska  99801 
(907)  586-6425 

Carol  H.  Daniel 
Joseph  D.  Johnson 
1016  W.  6th  Ave.,  Suite  200 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
(907)  276-6282 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiffs 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 

ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  ) 

of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  RICHARD  ) 

SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of  ) 

the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  BEAN,  ) 

RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ERNESTINE  HANLON,  ) 

GEORGE  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  GLESSING,  S 

Plaintiffs,  j 

v.  ) 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) No.  J88-025  Civ. 

Regional  Forester  for  the  Alaska  Region,  ) 

DALE  ROBERTSON,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Chief  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service,  ) 

RICHARD  LYNG,  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) AFFIDAVIT  OF 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  ) JOHN  W.  SCHOEN 

UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE,  an  ) 

agency  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  ) 

Defendants,  ) 

and  ) 

) 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION,  ) 

) 

) 

) 


Intervenor-Defendant. 


ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

410  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  322 
JUNEAU,  ALASKA  99001 
(907)  500*0425 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


) 

) ss. 


FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

John  W.  Schoen,  being  duly  sworn,  states: 

1.  I am  a Research  Biologist  for  the  State  of  Alaska’s  Department  of  Fish  an: 
Game,  and  co-author  of  a 1985  study  on  seasonal  distribution  and  habitat  use  by  Sitfc 
black-tailed  deer  in  Southeastern  Alaska. 

2.  On  January  6,  1989,  I flew  over  northeastern  Chichagof  Island.  On  Januar 
9,  1989,  I wrote  a memorandum  to  my  supervisor,  Dave  Anderson,  describing  what  I hac 
seen  and  predicting  declines  in  the  deer  population,  in  accordance  with  the  findings  of  om 
1985  study,  if  these  conditions  continued.  This  memorandum  is  attached.  Before  signing 
this  affidavit,  I have  reviewed  the  memorandum,  and  am  satisfied  that  the  observations  it 
makes  are  accurate  and  the  predictions  it  makes  are  justified  by  those  observations. 

DATED  this  /O  day  of  January,  1989,  at  Juneau,  Alaska. 


SUBSCRIBED  and  SWORN  TO  before  me 
this  IC&  day  of  January,  1989,  at 
Juneau,  Alaska. 


Notary  Public 
My  coniQiisfsion  expires:  1*1 -CT* 
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MEMORANDUM 


State  of  Alaska 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 


To:  Dave  Anderson 

Regional  Supervisor 
Wildlife  Conservation 


Date:  9 Jan  1989 


File: 


From: John  Schoe 


Research  E t 


Telephone : 


Subject:  Chichagof  Deer 


Douglas 


On  the  afternoon  of  6 January  1989,  I flew  the  snow 
transects  around  Robert  Barron  Peak  on  northern  Admiralty 
Island.  On  the  northern  exposure,  measured  snow  depths  were 
5 ft  (2500  ft  elev)  , 3 ft  (1500  ft  elev)  , 2+  ft  (500  ft 
elev)  , and  1 ft  (100  ft  elev).  On  the  southern  exposure, 
measured  snow  depths  were  4 ft  (2500  ft  elev),  2.5  ft  (2000 
ft  elev),  1.5  ft  (1000  ft  elev),  and  1 ft  (500  ft  elev). 
General  observations  indicated  that  there  was  continuous 
snow  cover  all  the  way  down  to  sea  level  including  the  upper 
beach  area.  Few  deer  tracks  were  observed  above  1000  ft 
elevation. 

Following  completion  of  the  Admiralty  snow  surveys,  I flew 
across  Chatham  Strait  to  check  general  snow  conditions  on 
northeastern  Chichagof  in  relationship  to  the  recent  timber 
harvesting  activities  from  the  vicinity  of  False  Bay 
northwest  to  Whitestone  Harbor  and  Spasski  Creek.  As  on 
northern  Admiralty,  there  was  continuous  snow  cover  all  the 
way  down  to  sea  level.  The  open  clearcuts  were  full  of  snow 
with  most  vegetation  covered.  It  appeared  that  there  was 
little  vehicle  traffic  on  the  roads  suggesting  snow  depths 
sufficient  to  prohibit  travel.  My  aerial  observations  of 
this  area,  in  combination  with  the  measured  snow  depths  on 
adjacent  Admiralty,  suggest  that  much  of  the  area  including 
muskegs,  scrub  forest,  and  clearcuts  are  currently  unusable 
as  winter  deer  habitat. 

If  the  current  snow  conditions  should  persist  or  accumulate 
through  March,  I predict  there  will  be  a major  winter  kill 
of  deer  in  this  region  (northeastern  Chichagof)  . During  the 
moderately  harsh  winter  of  1982  (with  continuous  snow  cover 
on  the  ground  from  January  through  March  with  a maximum  of  3 
ft  at  sea  level)  , data  from  radio-collared  deer  indicated 
the  winter  mortality  on  northern  Admiralty  to  be  in  excess 
of  60  percent.  This  was  in  an  area  with  no  timber  harvest. 
In  contrast,  on  northeastern  Chichagof,  much  of  the  critical 
winter  deer  habitat  (high-volume  [>  30  mbf/acre]  old-growth 
forest  below  1000  ft  elevation)  has  been  harvested.  The 
open-canopy  clearcuts  which  now  occur  accumulate  much 


greater  snow  depths  than  old-growth  forest  and  consequently 
are  very  poor  winter  habitat  for  deer  under  moderate  to  deep 
snow  conditions.  I expect  declines  in  the  deer  population 
of  at  least  50  percent  if  current  conditions  persist  and 
perhaps  much  greater  if  conditions  worsen  and/or  persist 
beyond  March.  Such  declines  would  have  significant 
implications  for  sport  or  subsistence  deer  hunting  in  that 
area  the  following  year.  Hunter  success  would  decline  and 
seasons  and  bag  limits  would  likely  need  revision. 


cc  Butch  Young 
Dave  Johnson 
Matt  Kirchhoff 


IN  TOE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 
ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Regional 
Forester  for  the  Alaska 
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STATE  OF  ALASKA 


) 

)ss.: 

FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

Robert  J.  Wolfe  and  Robert  F.  Schroeder  affirm  the  following: 

1.  Robert  J.  Wolfe  is  the  Research  Director,  Division  of  Subsistence,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  Robert  F.  Schroeder  is  a Research  Specialist  III  within  the 
Division  of  Subsistence.  Our  resumes  are  attached  to  this  affidavit. 

2.  The  Division  of  Subsistence  regional  staff  has  worked  closely  with  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  to  help  provide  the  data  needed  for  adequate  ANILCA  Section  810 
evaluations  and  determinations,  and  has  discussed  with  the  Forest  Service  a suggested 
format  for  "810  sections"  of  Forest  Service  environmental  impact  statements.  We  have 
found  that  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  has  begun  to  make  use  of  subsistence  data  we  have 
provided  for  their  recent  planning  documents.  We  therefore  hope  that  the  inadequacies  of 
the  original  EIS  for  the  1986-90  plan  will  not  reoccur  in  the  court-ordered  SEIS  for  86-90. 
Since  the  Hanlon  et  al  suit  concerns  the  original  1986-90  FEIS  document,  however,  we  will 
concentrate  on  the  assumptions  the  Forest  Service  made  about  subsistence  resources,  uses 
and  needs  in  its  original  EIS.  This  affidavit  focuses  on  1)  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service's  1986-90  Section  810  evaluation  and  determination  of  no  significant 
restriction  and  2)  the  relevance  of  information  in  the  technical  reports  and  affidavits 
submitted  to  the  court  during  this  lawsuit  but  not  formally  submitted  to  the  Forest  Service 
before  the  Regional  Forester  made  his  decision  in  December,  1986. 

3.  The  following  is  a summary  of  substantive  problems  we  have  found  in  the 
Forest  Service's  810  analysis  of  the  significant  restrictions  which  operations  under  the  1986- 
90  plan  may  produce  on  Hoonah  residents'  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing.  In  our  view, 
the  810  analysis  made  three  overriding  and  erroneous  assumptions  which  have  no  basis  of 
support  concerning  1)  hunter  and  fisher  mobility,  2)  the  accessibility  and  availability  of 
deer,  and  3)  the  effects  of  increased  competition.  Had  these  assumptions  been  corrected, 
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the  810  analysis  probably  would  have  been  substantially  different  in  substance  anc 
conclusions. 


4.  Hunter  Mobility.  In  the  analysis  of  significant  restrictions,  the  Forest  Service 
assumed  that  Hoonah  hunters  and  fishers  were  completely  mobile  in  their  choice  of  hunt 
ing  and  fishing  areas.  That  is,  the  analysis  assumed  that  if  lands  and  waters  continued  tc 
exist  somewhere  on  Chichagof  Island  which  were  not  depleted  of  deer  or  salmon,  ther 
Hoonah's  subsistence  uses  would  not  be  significantly  restricted  even  if  the  territorie: 
normally  used  for  subsistence  were  depleted  as  a result  of  logging.  Hoonah  harvester; 
could  simply  move  to  these  other  areas  to  harvest  deer  and  fish.  This  assumption  is 
erroneous  for  monetary  and  sociocultural  reasons: 

5.  Monetary  Constraints  on  Mobility.  First,  the  Forest  Service  failed  to 
consider  that  low  household  incomes  are  important  constraints  on  mobility  of  subsistence 
hunters,  whether  by  skiff  or  automobile;  instead,  the  Forest  Service  assumed  that  monetan 
characteristics  of  subsistence  hunters  and  rural  communities  were  unimportant  in  assessing 
restrictions  on  subsistence.  This  is  erroneous.  limited  monetary  resources  restrict  the 
flexibility  of  Hoonah  hunters  in  moving  to  new  hunting  areas  in  response  to  depleted  deci 
populations  in  areas  close  to  the  community. 

6.  Division  of  Subsistence  research  found  that  Hoonah  residents  used  areas 
close  to  the  community  that  were  accessible  by  foot  or  skiff  much  more  intensively  than 
distant  parts  of  the  subsistence  territory.  Intensity  was  measured  within  geographic  areas 
by  percentage  of  hunters  using  an  area  each  year;  see  Robert  Schroeder’s  original  affidavit, 
dated  July  19,  1988.  These  intensity-of-use  data  have  been  provided  to  the  SEIS  team.  The 
more  distant  and  difficult  to  reach  areas  are  accessible  by  larger  fishing  boat,  and,  through 
the  road  system,  by  sturdy  truck.  In  1986,  when  field  research  was  conducted,  Hoonah  had 
an  estimated  30  * 50  boats,  primarily  commercial  fishing  boats,  capable  of  making  a safe 
passage  to  alternative  uncut  areas  near  Idaho  Inlet,  Mud  Bay,  Freshwater  Bay,  or  Tenakee 
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Inlet.  Not  all  households  had  access  to  these  boats  or  could  afford  to  operate  the  boats  for 
subsistence  harvesting  in  distant  locations. 

7.  Income  data  for  the  community  show  that  subsistence  hunters  in  Hoonah  are 
cash-poor  over  the  long  term.  Monetary  sources  in  the  community  are  restricted  and 
unstable  over  time.  This  is  the  case  in  most  of  the  rural  communities  reliant  upon  subsis- 
tence fishing  and  hunting  where  we  have  done  studies.  In  Hoonah,  household  income  from 
the  local  timber  industry  will  diminish  substantially  in  the  near  future.  This  means  that  in 
the  short  and  long  term,  most  households  in  Hoonah  cannot  afford  to  purchase  or  operate 
the  large  boats  needed  for  a household  to  travel  long  distances  in  Southeastern  Alaska  to 
hunt  deer  or  fish  for  subsistence.  Nor  can  most  Hoonah  households  afford  automobiles 
that  are  capable  of  travelling  to  the  expanding  reaches  of  the  logging  road  network. 

8.  Thus,  because  of  these  monetary  constraints,  a household's  subsistence 
hunting  is  significantly  affected  by  depleted  deer  populations  in  areas  geographically  close 
to  their  community.  Most  hunters  or  fishers  cannot  afford  to  subsistence  hunt  or  subsis- 
tence fish  in  areas  farther  away.  This  means  that  most  hunters  must  continue  to  hunt  in 
areas  close  to  the  community,  even  though  deer  populations  are  depleted  in  these  areas 
over  the  long  term  by  logging.  The  assumption  of  Forest  Service  that  Hoonah  hunters  can 
travel  long  distances  to  other  undepleted  areas  on  Chichagof  Island  or  Admiralty  Island  is 
incorrect  and  without  support.  To  ensure  against  restrictions  on  subsistence,  land  and 
water  close  to  Hoonah  should  be  left  unaffected  by  logging,  road  building,  and  log  transfer 
sites  to  insure  future  access  by  the  average  Hoonah  households  on  low  incomes  for  hunting 
and  fishing. 

9.  Sociocultural  Constraints  on  Mobility.  In  the  analysis  of  significant 
restrictions,  the  Forest  Service  failed  to  consider  that  special  sociocultural  relationships 
link  subsistence  households  with  particular  traditional  harvest  areas,  such  as  the 
Whitestone  Harbor  area  near  Hoonah.  Those  sociocultural  relationships  restrict  the 
flexibility  of  a subsistence  hunter  or  subsistence  fisher  in  responding  to  depleted  deer  and 
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fish  populations  in  areas  close  to  the  community.  Rural  communities,  particularly  Hood 
and  other  Tlingit  and  Haida  Indian  communities,  hunt  and  fish  in  identifiable  traditioi 
use  areas.  These  are  site-specific  areas  traditionally  used  by  particular  Tlingit  clans 
Hoonah.  Tlingit  communities  have  a long  history  of  use  establishing  special  relationshi 
to  these  traditional  areas,  including  socio-political  conventions  regarding  access,  religio 
and  mythical  meanings  linking  the  social  group  and  the  land,  economic  investments 
capital  in  the  area  such  as  camp  facilities,  special  knowledge  of  the  area,  and  personal  ai 
psychological  values  regarding  use  of  the  area.  In  addition,  efficient  fishing  and  huntii 
methods  specially  adapted  to  the  special  features  of  the  resource  use  area  have  bet 
developed  over  time. 

10.  The  traditional  use  areas  of  a Tlingit  community  do  not  cover  extensive  are; 
of  Southeastern  Alaska  but  are  relatively  restricted  and  tend  to  cluster  around  tt 
community,  and  they  are  specific  to  that  community.  Depletion  of  wild  resources  in  the: 
areas  with  special  sociocultural  relationships  creates  special  hardships  on  Tlinj 
communities'  subsistence  practices  both  quantitatively,  meaning  that  measurable  harve 
levels  and  harvest  efficiencies  decrease,  and  qualitatively,  meaning  important  restricts 
occur  on  the  social,  cultural,  religious,  and  psychological  aspects  of  subsistence  uses. 

11.  In  the  case  of  Hoonah,  this  means  that  lands  and  rivers  elsewhere  c 
Chichagof,  Baranof,  or  Admiralty  Islands  can  not  provide  substitutes  for  the  subsisted 
uses  occurring  on  these  traditional  use  areas  close  to  Hoonah.  The  Forest  Service's  Sectic 
810  assumption  to  the  contrary  is  erroneous.  For  example,  Hoonah  Tlingits  ai 
constrained  by  customary  Tribal  law  against  moving  from  a traditional  salmon  fishii  i0 

. r 

stream  into  the  traditional  salmon  fishing  area  of  a neighboring  community,  like  Angooni  ; 

i 

Tenakee  Springs.  Inter-community  territorial  intrusions  create  special  social  conflict  c 
somewhat  similar  to  the  constraints  one  political  entity  feels  about  violating  the  territory! 
another  political  entity.  In  an  earlier  era,  inter-community  territorial  conflicts  ovi 
resources  often  led  to  warfare. 
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12.  Just  as  importantly,  Hoonah  Tlingits  cannot  move  from  the  community's 
special  fishing  or  hunting  areas  which  are  steeped  in  mythological  traditions  into  another 
without  losing  a substantial  part  of  the  meaning  of  their  subsistence  way  of  life. 

13.  Finally,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  Hoonah  Tlingits  could  find  other 
hunting  or  fishing  areas  with  ecological  features  similar  to  the  areas  around  Hoonah;  it  was 
those  ecological  features,  after  all,  which  warranted  the  founding  of  the  community  in  its 
present  location. 

14.  None  of  the  above  factors  was  considered  by  the  Forest  Service  in  its  1986-90 
Section  810  analysis,  which  erroneously  concluded  that,  for  Tlingits  in  Hoonah,  one  set  of 
fishing  areas  was  like  another,  and  one  set  of  hunting  areas  like  another. 

15.  Accessibility  and  availability  of  deer.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  analysis  of 
deer  availability  appears  to  conclude  that,  if  the  number  of  deer  available  somewhere  on 
north  Chichagof  Island  in  Game  Analysis  Units  35  and  36  is  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
number  of  deer  needed  for  subsistence,  that  the  subsistence  needs  have  been  met.  This 
conclusion  is  also  erroneous. 

16.  In  its  analysis  of  significant  restrictions,  the  Forest  Service  assumed  that  the 
number  of  deer  in  Hoonah's  hunting  area  following  timber  harvests  was  an  indicator  of  the 
number  of  deer  harvested  by  Hoonah  hunters  over  time,  and  assumed  that  as  long  as  deer 
populations  are  available,  subsistence  harvests  will  be  met.  This  assumption  is  without 
support.  In  fact,  as  demonstrated  by  research  contained  in  published  technical  reports 
throughout  southeast  Alaska,  subsistence  hunter  success  rates  in  second  growth  forests  are 
depressed  to  almost  zero  even  though  deer  may  be  present  This  is  caused  by  the  regrowth 
of  even-stand  trees,  which  are  too  thick  to  allow  access  to  deer  and,  consequently, 
substantially  reduces  effective  hunting.  Even  if  deer  may  be  present  in  second-growth 
forests,  hunters  simply  cannot  get  to  them  to  harvest  them.  The  reductions  in  deer  harvests 
occur  very  quickly,  about  12  years  following  a clear  cut.  Although  it  is  difficult  to  predict 
with  accuracy,  reductions  in  deer  harvest  may  continue  for  up  to  200  years,  based  on 
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current  regrowth  patterns  in  the  forest.  It  is  not  enough  for  the  analysis  to  show  that  de 
populations  are  present  in  an  area  after  timber  harvests;  the  analysis  must  show  that  t 
deer  can  be  accessed  and  harvested.  Because  the  analysis  does  not  perform  this  essent 
step,  translating  deer  population  numbers  into  subsistence  deer  harvests,  it  erroneou 
concludes  that  subsistence  uses  of  deer  will  not  be  significantly  restricted. 

17.  Decreasing  deer  populations  will  mean  that  Hoonah  hunters  will  need 
spend  more  time  and  money  to  harvest  deer.  In  recent  years  hunters  have  spent  an  avers 
of  from  three  to  seven  days  hunting  for  every  deer  harvested.  At  the  time  of  field  reseai 
we  found  that  the  desired  level  of  harvest  was  lower  than  the  actual  harvest  by  a considi 
able  margin.  With  the  projected  decline  in  the  population  after  the  effects  of  loggings 
felt,  this  difference  between  desired  and  actual  level  of  harvest  is  likely  to  increase,  and' 
predict  that,  because  of  the  increased  time,  effort,  and  costs  needed  to  harvest  deer,  few 
deer  will  be  taken  by  Hoonah  residents  for  subsistence.  The  mean  number  of  hunting  di; 
per  deer  harvested  will  increase.  The  likely  lower  harvest  and  increase  in  hunter  effort; 
deer  will  probably  significantly  affect  the  subsistence  use  of  this  species. 

18.  Competition  for  hunting.  Based  on  a survey  of  logging  households  at  t 
Whitestone  logging  camp  in  1986,  logging  families  harvest  deer,  halibut,  and  some  salm 
species  at  a rate  comparable  to  that  of  Hoonah  residents.  The  86-90  cutting  plan  \ 
resulted  in  an  important  growth  in  the  number  of  logging  families  using  resources  in  i 
Port  Frederick  area.  Competition  from  logging  households  and  other  factors  appear 
have  decreased  Hoonah  use  of  areas  near  the  Eight  Fathom  Bight.  Competition  of  t 
son  may  be  a more  general  factor  on  the  Hoonah  road  system. 

19.  In  the  last  four  years  the  Hoonah  road  system  has  become  the  regional  "f 
spot"  for  many  hunters  in  Southeastern  Alaska.  The  Alaska  Board  of  Game  review 
available  research  and  heard  public  testimony  on  the  effects  of  this  competition 
Hoonah 's  use  of  deer.  The  Board  concluded  that  competition  with  non-local  hunters  wa 
serious  issue  and  reduced  the  bag  limit  for  non-local  hunters  from  six  deer  per  hunter 
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three  deer  per  hunter.  Further  decreases  in  bag  limits  for  non-local  hunters  as  well  as  for 
local  hunters  may  take  place  as  deer  populations  decline  in  clearcut  areas  near  the  road 
system. 

20.  Restrictions  on  other  species  have  also  been  imposed  by  the  Board  of  Game. 
Brown  bear  hunting  was  closed  on  north  Chichagof  Island  in  the  fall  of  1988  due  to 
overharvest  of  this  resource.  Biologists  attributed  the  overharvest  to  hunters'  using  roads 
as  access  and  to  increased  bear-hunter  interactions.  Depending  on  this  year's  data,  the 
closure  may  continue  through  another  hunting  season. 

21.  Increased  competition  from  local  loggers  and  non-local  hunters  for  deer  in 
the  Hoonah  deer  harvesting  territory  that  has  occurred  in  the  first  three  years  of  the  1986- 
90  operating  plan  was  a foreseeable  outcome  of  the  ambitious  logging  and  road  building 
called  for  in  the  plan. 

22.  Increased  competition  for  fish  and  invertebrate  resources  due  to  the 
increased  logging  population  using  localized  intertidal,  riverine,  and  marine  resources  has 
taken  place  as  well.  Some  competition  from  non-local  fishers  using  the  road  system  ma> 
occur  as  well.  This  competition  for  fish  and  invertebrate  resources  may  restrict  Hoonah 
residents'  harvest,  particularly  in  clam,  cockle,  halibut,  salmon,  and  Dolly  VardeD 
harvesting  areas  close  to  the  community. 

23.  Total  closure  of  brown  bear  hunting  for  Hoonah  residents  has  occurred  as  a 
result  of  activities  occurring  under  the  1986-90  operating  plan.  The  effects  of  competition 
for  deer  have  begun  to  be  felt.  This  experience  of  restriction  of  harvest  over  a very  short 
time  period  shows  that  competition  for  harvest  needs  to  be  closely  examined  for  its 
potential  to  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses. 

24.  Generalizability  of  research  findings,  need  for  additional  substantive  data 
The  Division  of  Subsistence  entered  into  a formal  agreement  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
in  1982  to  conduct  studies  in  southeast  Alaska  communities  specifically  to  examine  the 
impact  of  timber  harvesting  on  subsistence.  Communities  were  selected  for  intensive 
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studies  based  on  the  extent  of  logging  that  had  taken  place  and  the  likely  future  impact  c: 
planned  timber  harvesting.  Both  agencies  agreed  on  the  selection  of  Angoon,  Kake 
Klawock,  Hoonah,  Tenakee,  and  Yakutat  as  representative  of  different  stages  of  impact  fo: 
these  studies  which  were  partially  funded  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  subject  t( 
interagency  review. 

25.  The  intent  of  these  studies  was  to  develop  a generalized  model  for  the  effec 
of  logging  on  subsistence.  The  studies  in  Klawock,  Kake,  and  Yakutat  were  cases  wher: 
there  was  a longer  logging  time  depth;  Angoon  and  Tenakee  where  there  was  an  interne 
diate  logging  time  depth;  and  Hoonah  where  logging  was  just  getting  underway  at  the  tin! 
the  studies  were  planned.  Both  agencies  knew  that  the  full  effects  of  timber  harvesting  ii 
Hoonah  would  not  be  manifest  for  some  years.  The  findings  and  implications  of  studies  ii 
communities  where  logging  had  been  underway  for  a longer  time  would  indicate  the  kind 
of  changes  to  expect  in  Hoonah  during  the  course  of  the  long  term  sale.  A final  repor 
based  on  data  from  all  six  community  studies  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  late  1989. 

26.  Hoonah  is  very  similar  in  its  subsistence  harvesting,  socioeconomic,  an 
cultural  characteristics  to  Angoon,  Klawock,  Kake,  and  Yakutat  - the  other  small  Tlingi 
communities  located  at  settlement  sites  that  have  been  inhabited  for  hundreds  of  yean 
These  communities  are  similar  to  Hoonah  in  terms  of  population  size,  income  level; 
ethnicity,  and  mixed  subsistence-cash  economy.  As  in  the  other  communities,  Hoona 
Tlingits  have  a close  traditional,  almost  religious,  identification  with  clan  territory  and 
high  involvement  in  commercial  fishing.  Tenakee  and  Hoonah  share  overlappin 
subsistence  harvesting  territories  and  use  the  same  methods  and  means  of  harves 
Because  of  their  proximity,  it  is  likely  that  specific  U.S.  Forest  Service  actions  will  affe 
them  similarly. 

27.  In  summary,  because  of  our  research  design  and  because  of  the  similaritl 
among  the  communities  studied,  the  research  conclusions  concerning  the  effects  of  timb 
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harvesting  in  Angoon,  Kake,  Klawock,  Tenakee,  and  Yakutat  can  be  reliably  generalised  to 
Hoonah. 

28.  The  published  repons  and  Robert  Schroeder's  original  affidavit  based  on  this 
research  are  extremely  relevant  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service's  810  evaluation  and 
determination.  These  studies  provide  a well  documented  examination  of  the  effects  of 
logging  on  subsistence  in  Southeast  Alaska  communities  and  are  an  essential  part  of  any 
adequate  810  evaluation  and  determination.  In  ignoring  this  series  of  joint  U.S.  Forest 
Service  and  ADF&G  studies,  the  1986-90  plan  ignored  the  only  scientific  source  of 
information  upon  which  a reasoned  810  evaluation  and  determination  could  be  based. 

DATED:  / - (c  - 


AFFIRMED  before  me  this  day  of  January,  1989,  at  Juneau,  Alaska. 


Notary  Pdblijl  in  and  for  Alaska 
My  commission  expires:  L\  - z 


DATED:  A £ - 


ROBERT  F.  SCHROEDER 


AFFIRMED  before  me  this 


day  of  January,  1989,  at  Juneau,  Alaska. 


Notaiy/Fubl/c  in  and  for  Alaska 
My  coimni^sion  expires:  vQ - Ub 
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service  training  for  health  workers,  developed  teaching  materials,  supervised  health  workers,  evaluated  district  birth 
control  program,  wrote  a training  manual 

1967  Recreational  therapist,  Maryville  Academy,  DesPlaines,  Illinois. 
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(forthcoming). 

1987  with  David  B.  Andersen,  Rob  Bosworth,  Judith  M.  Morris,  and  John  Wright,  Subsistence  in  Alav 
Arctic.  Interior.  Southcentral,  Southwest,  and  Western  Regional  Summaries.  Tech.  Report  150.  Juneau:  Divis:  ] 
of  Subsistence,  ADF&G. 

1987  Subsistence  Land  Use  Mapping  in  the  NANA  Region.  Tech.  Report  130.  Juneau:  Division : 
Subsistence,  ADF&G. 

1987  Subsistence  Use  Area  Atlas  for  Ten  Kotzebue  Sound  Communities.  Juneau:  Division  of  Subsistence 
ADF&G,  and  Maniilaq  Association. 

1986  Kotzebue  Sound  Subreginal  Assessment  In  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Arctic  Region  Volug: 
II:  Human  Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1987  with  Michael  Co  Sing.  Subsistence  Land  Use  Maps.  In  Bering.  Chukchi,  and  Beaufort  Seas  Coastal  a:: 
■Ocean  Zones  Strategic  Assessment:  Data  Atlas.  NOAA,  Dept,  of  Commerce. 

1985  Modem  Kodiak  Koniag  Harvest  of  Fish  and  Game : Economy  and  Politics.  Paper  presented  at  the 
American  Anthropological  Association  Meetings,  Washington  D.C. 

1985  Prince  William  Sound  Subregional  Assessment  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southcentral  Reg r 
Volume  II:  Human  Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1986  Western  Regional  Assessment  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Western  Region  Volume  II:  Hurcr 
Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  . 

1985  Aleutian/Pribilof  Island  Subregional  Assessment  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southwest  Rcc;; 

Volume  IT:  Human  Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

1985  Kodiak  Subregional  Assessment  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southwest  Region  Volume  £ 
Human  Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1985  Iliamna  Lake  Subregional  Assessment  Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southwest  Region  Volug 
II:  Human  Use  of  Fish  and  Game.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1985  with  John  Wright  and  Judy  Morris.  Bristol  Bay  Regional  Subsistence  Profile.  Tech.  Paper  #li; 
Juneau:  Division  of  Subsistence,  Alaska  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game. 
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1985  Himalayan  Subsistence  Systems:  Indigenous  Agriculture  in  Rural  Nepal.  Mountain  Research  and 
Development.  5:1,  pp.  31*44. 


1984  Contemporary  Harvest  and  Use  of  Fish  and  Game  in  Kodiak  Island  Koniag  Communities.  Paper 
presented  at  Society  for  Applied  Antiiropology  meetings,  Toronto. 

1983  with  James  Fall  and  Tom  Peterson.  Kodiak  Island  Area  Local  Fish  and  Game  Resource  Guide.  Kodiak: 
Kodiak  Area  Native  Association. 

1982  Himalayan  Subsistence  Systems.  Paper  presented  at  American  Anthropological  Association  Meetings, 
Washington  D.C. 

1982  and  Richard  K.  Nelson.  Sitka : Resource  Uses  in  a Large,  Non-Road  Connected  Community  of  Southeast 
Alaska.  In  Robert  J.  Wolfe  and  Linda  J.  Ellanna,  eds.  Resource  Use  and  Socioeconomic  Systems:  Case  Studies  of 
Fishing  and  Hunting  in  Alaskan  Communities.  Tech,  paper  no.  61.  Juneau:  Division  of  Subsistence,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1981  and  Gaston  Guzman.  A Psychotrophic  Fungus  in  Nepal.  Mvcotaxon.  13:2. 

1981  and  Marlene  Dobkin  de  Rios.  Is  Science  Catching  Up  with  Magic?  In  H.  P.  Ducrr.  The  Scientist  and  the 

Irrational.  Heidelberg. 

1980  The  Adoption  of  New  Agricultural  Technologies  at  Three  Cropping  Systems  Sites  in  Rural  Nepal:  A 
Look  at  Socio-cultural  Receptivity  to  Change.  Kathmandu:  Ministry  of  Agriculture. 

1979  and  Robert  D.  Rethcrford.  Application  of  the  Own-Children  Method  of  Fertility  Estimation  to  an 
Anthropological  Census  of  a Nepali  Village.  Demography  India.  8:L2. 

1979  and  Marlene  Dobkin  de  Rios.  American  Occupations,  Leisure  Time  Use  and  Left  Brain /Right  Brain 
Dialectics:  Some  Explorations.  In  Edward  Norbeck  and  Claire  Sarrer,  eds.  Forms  of  Plav  of  Native  North 
Americans.  SL  Paul:  West  Publishing  Company. 

1979  and  Elaine  D.  Schroeder.  Women  in  Nepali  Agriculture:  All  Work  and  No  Power.  Journal  of 
Development  and  Administrative  Studies.  1:178-193. 

1979  Farmer  Rice  Preference  Research.  Pumdi  Bumdi.  1979.  Kathmandu:  Ministry  of  Agriculture. 

1978  Peasants  or  Farmers:  Applied  Agricultural  Development  Research  in  Nepal.  Paper  presented  at  American 
Anthropological  Association  Meetings,  Los  Angeles. 

1976  Ecological  Change  in  Rural  Nepal.  Dissertation.  Department  of  Anthropology,  University  of 
Washington,  Seattle,  Washington. 

1969  Birth  Control  and  Extension  Education  Training  Manual.  Patna:  Ministry  of  Health,  Government  of 
Bihar,  India. 


Selected  Land  Use  Area  Mapping 

1988  Designed  and  supervised  analysis  of  subsistence  use  area  maps  from  30  southeast  Alaska  communities 
using  ARC/INFO,  a computer  based  geographical  information  system.  Maps  based  on  this  spatial  analysis  will  be 
used  in  revision  of  the  Tongass  Land  Use  Management  Plan.  A map  atlas  with  about  100  1:250,000  maps  will  be 
produced  as  well. 
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1986  Designed  and  supervised  subsistence  use  area  mapping  for  Hoonah,  AK.  Both  extensivity  and  intern 
of  use  data  were  collected.  Approximately  12  1:250,000  maps  were  produced. 

1986  Supervised  phase  II  of  field  mapping  and  cartography  of  subsistence  use  areas  in  five  Kotzebue  Sou:: 
communities  as  part  of  a continuing  joint  project  with  Maniilaq  and  did  field  mapping  in  one  of  the  fa 
communities.  Approximately  60, 1:250,000  maps  will  be  produced. 

1985-86  Supervised  phase  I of  field  mapping  and  cartography  of  subsistence  use  areas  in  five  Kotzebue  Sou:: 
communities  as  part  of  a continuing  joint  project  with  Maniilaq  and  did  field  mapping  in  four  of  the  fa 
communities.  Approximately  52,  1:250,000  maps  were  produced. 

1985-86  Assisted  in  development  of  a data  base  cataloging  system  for  subsistence  use  area  maps.  Over  800  ma: 
have  been  entered  into  this  system  to  date.  Assisted  in  development  of  an  annual  hard  copy  map  catalog. 

1985-86  Supervised  a)  review  of  all  existing  subsistence  maps  for  coastal  areas  of  Bering,  Beufort,  and  Chukd 
seas  and  b)  compositing  of  these  mapped  data  at  1:2,000,000  scale  for  use  in  a NOAA  Strategic  Atlas. 

NOAA.  Bering.  Chukchi  and  Beaufort  Seas  Coastal  and  Ocean  Zones  Strategic  Assessment:  Da:; 
Atlas.  NOAA,  Dept,  of  Commerce.  1987. 

1984-86  Designed  1:1,000,000  series  of  color  maps  of  subsistence  use  areas  by  species  and  by  community  for 
Bristol  Bay  area  and  directed  cartography.  Twelve  maps  were  produced.  In  John  Wright,  Judy  Morris,  and  Be: 
Schroeder.  Bristol  Bav  Regional  Subsistence  Profile.  Tech.  Paper  #114.  Juneau:  Division  of  Subsistence,  Aiast; 
Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game,  1985. 

1982-86  Supervised  and  assisted  in  the  compilation  of  reference  subsistence  use  area  maps  for  five  regiom 
atlases.  Developed  standard  reference  map  format  and  reviewed  or  supervised  review  of  cartography.  Th: 
Southwestern  Region  volume  has  289,  1:250,000  maps.  Volumes  for  Southcentral,  Arctic,  Western,  and  Interic: 
regions  contain  about  200, 175, 150,  and  150  maps  respectively. 

Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southwestern  Region  Volume  IV:  Reference  Maps  Human  Use  e: 
Fish  and  Wildlife.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1985. 

Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Southcentral  Region  Volume  IV:  Reference  Maos  Human  Use  pi 
Fish  and  Wildlife.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1986. 

Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Arctic  Region  Volume  IV:  Reference  Maos  Human  Use  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1986. 

Alaska  Habitat  Management  Guide  Western  and  Interior  Regions  Volume  IV:  Reference  Maos  Human 
Use  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  Juneau:  Division  of  Habitat,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1986. 

1985  Supervised  final  correction  of  digitized  subsistence  use  area  maps  for  North  Slope  communities  and  their 
use  in  the  forthcoming  Habitat  Guide  map  atlas.  About  95  maps  were  produced. 

1984-85  Arranged  and  reviewed  digitizing  of  Kodiak  Island  subsistence  use  area  maps  by  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  use  in  refuge  management  planning 

1984  Assisted  other  field  researchers  in  completion  of  subsistence  use  area  mapping  in  21  Copper  River  Basic 
communities.  About  145, 1:250,000  maps  were  produced. 

1983  Developed  joint  project  (with  Kodiak  Area  Native  Association)  for  subsistence  use  area  mapping  in  su 
Kodiak  rural  communities.  Sixteen  1:250,000  maps  were  produced. 
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Professional  Memberships 


Alaskan  Anthropological  Association;  American  Anthropological  Association;  American  Association  for  the 
Advancement  of  Science;  Society  for  Applied  Anthropology,  Society  of  Practicing  Anthropologists;  Society  for 
Visual  Anthropology. 

Languages 

Hindi,  Nepali,  fair  French. 
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IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 
ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
GLESSING, 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Regional 
Forester  for  the  Alaska 
Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  states 
Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST 
SERVICE,  an  agency  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture, 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 
Intervenor-Defendant. 


Plaintiffs, 


v. 


Defendants. 


and 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  AFFIDAVIT  OF  VICTOR  BEAN 


ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 


Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation 


ij 

ii 


1 Vance  A.  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 

419  Sixth  Street,  Suite  322 
Juneau,  Alaska  99801 
, (907)  586-6425 


Carol  H.  Daniel 
Joseph  D.  Johnson 
1016  W.  6th  Ave.,  Suite  200 
! Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
|j  (907)  276-6282 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiffs 
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ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief 
of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  RICHARD 
SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  BEAN, 

RICHARD  BEAN,  JR,  ERNESTINE  HANLON, 
GEORGE  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Regional  Forester  for  the  Alaska  Region, 
i DALE  ROBERTSON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service, 

RICHARD  LYNG,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the 
| UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE,  an 
i agency  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 

i 

I 

! Defendants, 

and 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 

ij 

ji  Intervenor-Defendant. 


No.  J88-025  Civ. 


SUPPLEMENTAL 
AFFIDAVIT  OF 
VICTOR  BEAN 


ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

4ta  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  922 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  99601 
(9071  966-6423 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


) 


)ss.: 


FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

VICTOR  BEAN,  being  first  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  states: 

1.  Iam  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case.  This  affidavit  follows  the  one  I subm 
in  June  1988.  It  explains  in  greater  detail  where  I have  always  hunted  deer,  the  ways  I 
gotten  to  those  hunting  areas  and  changes  in  my  deer  hunting  because  of  tir: 
development  around  Hoonah. 

2.  Attached  to  this  affidavit  is  a map  of  the  areas  where  I have  hunted  and  i 
hunt  deer.  The  references  below  are  to  the  areas  shown  on  the  attached  map. 

3.  I have  hunted  extensively  all  over  Northern  Chichagof  Island,  including  a ij 
the  coast  in  VCUs  208,  209,  210,  211  and  212  and  213.  I have  also  hunted  up  the  drain  a 
of  Suntaheen  and  Iyouktug  Creeks  (in  VCUs  209  and  210)  and  Wukuklook  and  Gypc 
Creeks  (in  VCU  212). 

4.  Before  the  logging  roads  were  built,  I got  to  my  hunting  spots  by  skiff.  I to 
skiff  from  Hoonah  along  the  coast  to  Whitestone  Harbor  (VCUs  208,  209,  and  210)  d 
less  often,  as  far  south  as  Freshwater  Bay  (along  the  coast  of  VCU  211  and  212).  I w<lc 
stop  and  hunt  along  the  beaches  and  up  the  various  drainages  I mentioned  above.  Ah  si 

every  fall,  I would  get  my  limit  of  deer  in  a very  short  time  by  hunting  in  these  areas, .in 

! 3 

usually  in  Whitestone  Harbor  alone.  Because  it  provides  protection  from  the  fierce  iK 

i a 

and  winter  weather,  Whitestone  Harbor  is  a very  important  spot  to  anchor  boats  du  i|  Q 
hunting  season.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to  me  as  a Tlingit  Indian  because  it  ||jj! 
traditional  TAddeintaan  Clan  deer  hunting  area. 

n 


tut 

in. 

1 w 


5.  I still  hunt  in  the  above  areas  by  skiff  but  I also  go  by  road  some  too.  This  i 


r»i 
< ,► 


I took  the  road  from  Hoonah  all  the  way  to  False  Bay  in  VCU  210.  In  fact,  I hui<; 


throughout  the  road  system  in  VCUs  209  and  210.  Although  I hunt  by  road  some,  I dc 
kill  nearly  as  many  deer  from  the  roads  as  from  a skiff.  It  is  also  more  expensive  to  ti 
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by  vehicle,  with  gasoline  costs,  insurance,  tires  and  general  maintenance.  My  vehicle,  like 
those  of  a lot  of  people  in  Hoonah,  is  not  able  to  travel  over  the  bumpy  roads  too  often.  It 
takes  a lot  of  maintenance  to  keep  a vehicle  running  on  these  roads. 

6.  Before  the  roads  and  clearcuts,  I hunted  very  close  to  Hoonah  by  foot  or  skiff 
and  killed  my  limit  early  in  the  season.  I only  occasionally  had  to  go  as  far  as  Freshwater 
Bay  in  VCU  213;  most  often  I killed  my  entire  limit  in  Whitestone  Harbor  and  closer  to 
Hoonah.  Now  I can  not  find  deer  close  to  Hoonah.  On  the  road  system,  Whitestone 
Harbor,  in  VCUs  209  and  210,  is  the  closest  area  with  deer  big  enough  to  shoot.  But  it  is 
becoming  harder  and  harder  to  find  deer  from  the  road  system  even  there,  mainly  because 
outside  hunters  use  the  roads  to  hunt  there  and  often  camp  in  our  favorite  hunting  spots. 
This  year  I had  to  go  as  far  as  the  road  went  in  VCU  210  and  to  Inian  Island  by  skiff.  But  ii 
is  very  expensive  to  drive  that  far  on  the  road  system  and  usually  dangerous  to  travel  across 
open  water  by  skiff  during  the  hunting  season. 

7.  Not  only  is  it  becoming  more  expensive  to  hunt  for  deer,  it  takes  much  more 
time.  During  the  fall  and  winter  months,  there  are  not  many  hours  of  daylight.  By  the  time 
I go  on  a short  road  trip,  the  daylight  is  often  almost  gone.  In  the  past  few  years,  I have  had 
to  hunt  much  more  to  even  get  my  limit;  that  time  takes  away  from  time  I need  to  spend 
doing  other  things  to  prepare  for  winter,  like  cutting  wood. 

8.  Every  year,  it  takes  me  longer  to  get  my  limit  of  deer,  becomes  more  expensive 
and  requires  much  more  time.  But  deer  is  one  of  the  only  foods  we  have  available  to  us;  ii 
is  very  expensive  to  try  to  buy  fresh  meat  at  the  store.  Like  a lot  of  Hoonah  residents,  I car 
not  afford  to  buy  all  of  my  and  my  family's  food  at  the  store.  Even  if  I could,  I wouldn'i 
want  to  because  deer  is  an  important  Native  food  and  hunting  deer  is  part  of  my  culture. 
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ALASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

410  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  332 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  99001 
(907)  000.0429 


SUBSCRIBED  and  SWORN  TO  before  me 
this  V day  of  198^.,  at 

Hoonah,  Alaska. 

Sfr 

Public y /y 

/ _^My^ commission  expires:  'g  - / / ~^7  / 
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ALASKA  LliCiAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

ANCHORAGE  AND  STAUWIOE  OFFICE 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 
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ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually 
and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan 
Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR., 
Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR 
BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR., 
ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE 
WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS 
GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Regional 
Forester  for  the  Alaska 
Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States 
Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG, 
in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST 
SERVICE,  an  agency  within 
the  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Defendants. 

and 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 

Intervenor-Defendant. 
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Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation 

Vance  A.  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 

419  Sixth  Street,  Suite  322 
Juneau,  Alaska  99801 
(907)  586-6425 

Carol  H.  Daniel 
Joseph  D.  Johnson 
1016  W.  6th  Ave.,  Suite  200 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
(907)  276-6282 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiffs 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 

ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief 
of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  RICHARD 
SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  BEAN, 

RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ERNESTINE  HANLON, 

GEORGE  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Regional  Forester  for  the  Alaska  Region, 

DALE  ROBERTSON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service, 

RICHARD  LYNG,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the 
UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE,  an 
agency  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Defendants, 

and 

ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 

Intervenor-Defendant. 
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AF.ASKA  LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

4IQ  SIXTH  STREET.  SUITE  322 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  9980  1 
(907)  888-8425 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


STATE  OF  ALASKA  ) 

)ss.: 

FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

GEORGE  WESTMAN,  being  first  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  states: 

1.  I am  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case.  I submitted  an  affidavit  to  the  Court  in 
July,  1988.  I am  submitting  this  supplemental  affidavit  to  explain  more  about  how  my  deer- 
hunting  has  changed  since  logging  began  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island. 

2.  Before  signing  this  affidavit,  I have  reviewed  a map  which  shows  the  areas  that 
have  been  clearcut  and  are  scheduled  to  be  clearcut  under  the  1986-90  logging  plan.  I have 
marked  areas  where  I have  hunted  on  this  map. 

3.  I have  hunted  along  the  coast  from  Hoonah  around  through  Whitestone  Harbor 
all  the  way  to  Freshwater  Bay.  I have  hunted  from  Hoonah  to  Whitestone  by  both  boat 
and  automobile.  I have  hunted  by  boat  from  Whitestone  along  the  coast  to  Freshwater 
Bay. 


4.  Because  I do  not  own  an  automobile,  I hunt  more  often  by  skiff  than  I hunt 
from  a car  or  truck.  However,  I have  hunted  from  the  roads  every  year  for  the  past  several 
years.  Every  year  when  I have  hunted  from  the  roads,  I have  had  to  travel  further  and 
further  from  Hoonah.  This  is  because  outside  hunters  hunt  mostly  from  the  roads  and  I do 
not  like  to  hunt  in  areas  where  there  are  many  hunters  from  outside  Hoonah.  This  year, 
for  example,  I had  to  go  all  the  way  to  the  end  of  the  new  road,  near  False  Bay,  to  kill  a 
deer.  Whitestone  Harbor  was  overrun  with  hunters,  as  it  has  been  for  the  past  few  years. 

5.  This  year  I hunted  by  skiff  along  the  coast  from  Whitestone  (in  VCUs  209  and 
210)  past  Point  Adolphus,  which  is  in  VCU  211.  I did  a lot  better  by  skiff  than  I did  from 

" the  roads,  mainlv  because  very  few  people  have  vehicles  that  can  go  all  the  way  to  the  end 
of  the  road  consistently  and  I have  a skiff  which  can  go  along  the  coast  there  without  too 
||  much  trouble. 
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6.  Every  year  I have  had  to  spend  more  time  hunting  to  get  my  limit  of  deer  ( 
can  get  it  at  all).  Because  I work  part-time  as  a cook,  I am  not  able  to  take  as  much  tinu 
I really  need  to  get  deer. 

DATED  this  5 day  of  Ja  a , 198_2.,  at  Hoonah,  Alaska. 

GEORGE  WESTMAN 

\ SUBSCRIBED  and  SWORN  TO  before  me 
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ALASKA  LLGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

ANCHORAGE  AND  STATEWIDE  OFFICE 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 


0 

0 


c 

0 


EU  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  ) 

and  as  Chief  of  the  Wooshikitaan  ) 

Clan,  RICHARD  SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  ) 

Individually  and  as  Chief  of  ) 

the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  ) 

BEAN,  RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ) 

ERNESTINE  HANLON,  GEORGE  ) 

WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  ) 

GLESSING,  ) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 

v.  ) 

MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  ) 

official  capacity  as  Regional  ) 

; Forester  for  the  Alaska  ) 

Region,  DALE  ROBERTSON,  ) 

in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

■’  Chief  of  the  United  Mates  ) 

I Forest  Service,  RICHARD  LYNG,  ) 

,|  in  his  official  capacity  as  ) 

Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  ) 

| the  UNITED  STATES  FOREST  ) No.  J88-025  Civil 

' SERVICE,  an  agency  within  ) 

the  Department  of  Agriculture,  ) 

Defendants.  ) 

and  ) 

: ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION,  ) 

Intervenor-Defendant.  ) 
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Alaska  Legal  Services  Corporation 


Vance  A-  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 

419  Sixth  Street,  Suite  322 
Juneau,  Alaska  99801 
(907)  586-6425 

Carol  H.  Daniel 
Joseph  D.  Johnson 
1016  W.  6th  Ave.,  Suite  200 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
(907)  276-6282 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiffs 


IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  ALASKA 

ELI  HANLON,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief 
of  the  Wooshikitaan  Clan,  RICHARD 
SHEAKLEY,  SR.,  Individually  and  as  Chief  of 
the  TAddeintaan  Clan,  VICTOR  BEAN, 

RICHARD  BEAN,  JR.,  ERNESTINE  HANLON, 

GEORGE  WESTMAN,  and  DOUGLAS  GLESSING, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 


MICHAEL  BARTON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Regional  Forester  for  the  Alaska  Region, 
DALE  ROBERTSON,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Chief  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service, 
RICHARD  LYNG,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the 
UNITED  STATES  FOREST  SERVICE,  an 
agency  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 


Defendants, 


and 


ALASKA  PULP  CORPORATION, 
Intervenor-Defendant. 


No.  J88-025  Civ. 


SECOND 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
AFFIDAVIT  OF 
JOSEPH  R MEHRKI 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


) 

) ss. 

FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 

JOSEPH  R.  MEHRKENS,  having  been  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  states: 

1.  This  affidavit  supplements  the  ones  I submitted  in  this  litigation  on  August  9, 
1988  and  September  12,  1988.  Those  affidavits  detail  the  current  strong  market  for  wood 
cut  in  southeast  Alaska,  the  way  in  which  a significant  upturn  in  that  market  has  produced 
increased  profits  for  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  ("APC),  and  the  increased  supply  of 
timber  from  the  Tongass  National  Forest  and  other  private  sources  which  is  available  to 
APC. 

2.  Based  on  information  supplied  in  my  previous  affidavits,  I conclude  that  the 
| potential  harms  which  APC  has  claimed  will  befall  it  if  an  injunction  restricts  logging  in 

areas  on  Northeast  Chichagof  Island  have  been  greatly  overstated.  I also  conclude  that 
APC  could  very  likely  find  timber  to  substitute  for  any  volume  lost  on  Northeast  Chichagof, 
because  the  strong  demand  for  timber  has  produced  an  unprecedented  timber  supply, 
which  is  available  to  APC  for  the  right  price.  Because  of  increased  windfall  profits  now 
flowing  to  APC  from  its  sale  of  low-cost  timber  from  public  lands,  it  has  tremendous 
operational  flexibility.  APC  therefore  can  afford  to  pay  the  price  to  procure  supplemental 
timber.  Based  on  these  factors,  I conclude  that  the  loss  of  Northeast  Chichagof  timber  to 
APC  would  affect  only  its  profit  margin. 

3.  My  conclusions  about  APC's  actual  timber  needs  and  its  ability  to  find 
substitute  timber  indicate  that  APC  can  forego  cutting  the  timber  scheduled  for  cutting  in 
VCUs  209,  210  and  212.  Based  on  new  information  about  APC's  historic  cutting  rate,  the 
volume  it  cut  last  year,  and  APC's  logging  plans  for  the  VCUs  near  Hoonah,  it  is  my 
professional  judgment  that  timber  is  available  to  replace  the  volume  which  might  be  lost  in 
the  above  areas.  Timber  from  these  areas  is  not  critical  to  the  operations  of  either  the 
APC  pulp  mill  or  the  Wrangell  Forest  Products  ("WFP")  mill;  indeed,  I would  expect  that 
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both  mills  will  continue  to  operate  profitably  without  that  timber.  In  fact,  if  APC  and 1 j 
were  to  purchase  more  timber  from  other  sources,  such  as  local  Native  corporations, 
would  support  local  employment  and  provide  a local  market  for  Native  logs,  which  w 
nonetheless  be  cut  but  otherwise  might  have  no  market. 

4.  Between  the  last  quarter  of  1986  and  the  end  of  1988,  the  market  for  tir 
cut  in  southeast  Alaska  has  risen  at  record  rates.  Rising  timber  prices  have  substant 
increased  the  volume  of  timber  cut  on  both  public  and  private  lands,  which  has  resuhe  i 
an  increasing  availability  of  timber.  From  FY87  to  FY88,  the  volume  of  timber  cut  f 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  increased  by  17  percent,  to  331.5  million  board  feet  (MM 
net  Scribner  or  net  of  utility  volume. 

5.  Even  though  the  timber  base  is  much  smaller  for  private  lands  in  south  i 
Alaska,  the  combined  private  cut  was  335  MMBF  in  FY87  and  over  400  MMBF  in  Fi 
more  than  a twenty  percent  increase  in  one  year.  Private  timber  cutting  has  exceet 
Tongass  timber  cutting  since  1985.  Native  Corporations  provide,  by  far,  the  largest  volw 
of  private  timber  in  southeast  An  estimated  20  to  30  percent  of  harvestable  Native  tin ! 
does  not  meet  export  log  grades  and  can  be  used  by  local  saw  and  pulp  mills. 

6.  Assuming  that  Native  Corporations  cut  at  least  300  MMBF  of  timber  f : 
their  lands  during  1989  (300  MMBF  would  be  a decline  of  25  percent  from  the  volume  i 
in  1988,  and  is  probably  much  less  than  will  actually  be  cut),  those  Corporations  can  sujH 

. if 

at  least  75  to  90  MMBF  of  timber  to  local  mills.  Ironically,  some  of  the  Native-cut  tirr : < 

'0. 

has  been  purchased  by  Canadian  pulp  companies,  who  presumably  must  pay  higher  pr-ij 
for  that  timber  than  local  mills  because  of  higher  log  transportation  costs.  Given 

uj 

higher  costs,  APC  and  WFP  have  a competitive  edge  on  purchasing  Native  timber.  ii>« 

Ml 

• V 11 

7.  In  addition,  declines  in  demand  for  WFP's  export  products  mean  that  it  w 
produce  less  lumber,  which  will  lessen  its  need  for  timber.  Even  with  the  ma:|jj* 

■j  jt 

improvements  since  1986,  the  lumber  production  levels  of  southeast  Alaska  sawmills 
well  below  that  of  the  late  1970s.  For  example,  from  1977  to  1980  (before  Naf  ■ 
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Corporations  began  logging),  annual  lumber  exports  averaged  265  MMBF,  lumber  tall) 
(It).  By  comparison,  current  exports  are  about  120-150  MMBF,  nearly  a 50  perceni 
reduction. 

8.  WFP's  stated  full  capacity  timber  needs  of  106  MMBF  are  highly  optimistic. 
In  his  affidavit  submitted  in  the  TenaJcee  II  case,  Steve  Seley,  the  operator  of  the  Wrangell 
mill,  used  a figure  of  72  MMBF  as  a minimum  production  level.  Based  on  past 
performance,  I believe  this  rate  of  sawlog  usage  is  much  more  reasonable,  if  not  overl) 
optimistic,  especially  since  the  overall  demand  for  timber  in  Japan,  the  principal  expon 
market,  is  expected  to  fall  sometime  in  1989  and  remain  at  lower  levels  until  the  mid  1990s. 
Japanese  wood-based  housing  starts  are  already  falling.  Actual  starts  were  1.674  million  in 

1987  and  are  expected  to  decline  to  1.2  million  over  the  next  six  years.  Moreover,  there  has 
been  a relative  and  absolute  decrease  in  wood-based  housing  starts  since  1979  (Ministry  of 
Construction- Japan,  1988).  This  in  turn  will  reduce  the  demand  for  Alaska's  sawn 
products. 

9.  In  any  event,  WFP's  parent  company,  APC,  has  historically  overestimated  its 
own  annual  needs  to  harvest  timber  from  the  public  lands.  Since  operations  under  the 
long-term  contract  began  in  1961,  APC's  cut  has  never  averaged  more  than  108  MMBF  per 
year  for  any  five-year  operating  period.  That  has  not  stopped  APC  from  consistently 
overestimating  how  much  timber  it  would  require.  For  example,  APC  estimated  that  it 
would  need  from  120  to  160  MMBF  of  timber  from  public  lands  for  FY88.  It  actually 
harvested  only  94  MMBF  - at  the  height  of  this  market  cycle. 

10.  For  FY89,  the  demand  for  APC/WFP  timber  products  should  be  less  than 

1988  and  certainly  no  greater.  Thus,  based  on  the  volume  APC  cut  in  1988,  it  should  cut  no 
more  than  94  MMBF,  and  probably  less.  In  VCUs  210  and  212,  the  Forest  Service  has 
authorized  APC  to  cut  75.2  MMBF.  Record  of  Decision  at  19.  However,  during  this  period 
of  increased  timber  supply  throughout  southeast  Alaska,  APC  should  be  able  to  replace 
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that  volume  of  timber  easily,  even  if  it  was  planning  to  take  a full  75.2  MMBF  from  tl 
VCUs  in  this  year  alone.  Native  supply  alone  would  likely  replace  all  that  volume. 

11.  And  APC's  windfall  profits  would  give  it  the  working  capital  to  sec 
alternative  timber  supplies,  thereby  averting  any  mill  shutdowns.  APC  pays  only  $1.48 
thousand  board  feet  of  timber  from  public  land  (and  that  rate  will  be  in  effect  until  the 
of  1990),  while  independent  operators  and  KPC  pay  the  market  rate  of  $46  per  thous 
board  feet.  The  difference  in  those  figures  represents  windfall  profits  to  APC.  7 
working  capital  gives  APC  a tremendous  competitive  advantage,  which  means  that  it 
easily  secure  volume  to  replace  the  timber  it  would  have  otherwise  cut  in  VCUs  209, 2 
and  212. 

12.  In  conclusion,  the  available  data  on  market  trends  for  this  year  show  that 
market  for  timber  in  southeast  Alaska  will  remain  strong.  Native  Corporations  will  lik 
maintain  their  1988  level  of  timber  cutting.  Native  Corporations  alone  will  likely  creati 
pulpwood  supply  of  at  least  50  to  100  MMBF  throughout  southeast  Alaska.  This  availal 
timber  supply  means  that  it  should  be  easy  for  APC  to  find  substitute  volume  for  VC 
209,  210  and  212  until  an  injunction  is  lifted.  APC's  windfall  profits  during  the  past  f 
years  will  allow  it  to  purchase  that  timber  volume  with  ease.  Finally,  the  purchase  of  me 
Native  timber  while  it  is  available,  not  only  supports  the  mills  in  southeast  Alaska  t 
provides  a needed  outlet  for  pulp-grade  timber  from  Native  lands.  Currently,  some  of  tl 
timber  is  being  purchased  by  Canadian  pulp  companies  and  is  supporting  Canadi 
employment  in  lieu  of  Alaskan  employment. 
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DATED  at  Juneau*  Alaska,  this  ^~*€day  of  January,  1989. 


SUBSCRIBED  and  SWORN  TO  before  me 


ij  My  commission  expires:  ^-.2% -91 

i 

i 

i 


!l 


: I 
II 

i» 
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FOREST  SERVICE  RESPONSE 
Sealaska  Corporation 
Letter  238 


238-1 

Please  refer  to  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  and  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence.  The 
Final  SEIS  also  contains  a more  detailed  analysis  of  the  site-specific  impacts  of  the  proposed 
actions. 

238-2 

Please  see  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process.  Also  note  the  statement  on  Purpose  and  Need 
in  Chapter  1 of  the  Draft  SEIS.  Within  the  scope  of  this  project,  the  purpose  of  the  Draft  SEIS 
was  to  consider  alternatives  within  the  context  of  the  APC  contractual  agreement.  See  also  the 
Final  SEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  III,  F. 

238-3 

See  Theme  Response  4:  Site  Specificity,  especially  where  we  discuss  mitigation  measures. 
238-4 

We  feel  that  we  have  adequately  discussed  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed 
alternatives  in  Chapter  4 of  both  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

238-5 

The  Forest  Service  fully  considers  both  native  and  non-native  subsistence  concerns,  including 
impacts  to  native  cultural  resources.  The  ANILCA  process,  including  public  involvement  in  the 
form  of  responding  to  written  comments  and  holding  subsistence  hearings,  has  been  ongoing  since 
the  passage  of  ANILCA  and  throughout  the  SEIS  process.  Subsistence  users  have  had  numerous 
means  and  opportunities  to  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  information  on  what  subsistence 
means  to  them,  and  to  provide  us  with  site-specific  perspectives  on  subsistence.  These 
opportunities  included  the  TRUCs,  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  and  the  public  comment  period  for 
the  Draft  SEIS.  Please  see  Theme  Response  1:  Public  Involvement. 

238-6 

We  disagree  that  the  Phase  II  Draft  SEIS  does  not  contain  an  adequate  level  of  analysis  to  satisfy 
Federal  District  Court  orders.  The  Draft  SEIS  contains  adequate  information  in  maps.  Unit  Cards, 
and  accompanying  text  which  showed  the  juxtaposition  of  existing  harvest  units  and  roads. 
Although  this  document  is  a supplement  to  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  EISs,  its  purpose  is  to 
augment  and  build  upon  the  documents  it  supplements,  not  to  reiterate  those  documents  in  full 
detail.  The  Phase  II  document  does,  in  fact,  contain  additional  information  that  was  not  provided 
in  the  Phase  I SEIS  on  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  FEISs.  The  relationship  between  the  Supplement 
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and  the  earlier  documents  to  which  it  is  "tiered"  is  illustrated  in  Chapter  1,  page  2 in  the  DSEIS 
for  each  Analysis  Area.  For  our  final  subsistence  analysis,  including  response  to  public  comment 
and  subsistence  hearings,  see  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  and  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

238-7 

Issues  concerning  subsistence  data  were  addressed  in  a letter  from  Regional  Forester  Michael 
Barton  to  Robert  Loescher  of  Sealaska  (letter  dated  July  14,  1989).  The  gathering  of  data  for  the 
Tongass  Resource  Use  Cooperative  Study  (TRUCS)  is  an  ongoing  process,  the  success  of  which 
depends  a great  deal  upon  feedback  from  the  communities.  The  TRUCS  maps  show  areas  used 
by  communities  for  deer,  salmon,  other  finfish,  marine  invertebrates,  and  marine  mammal 
harvesting.  Site-specific  information  on  berry-  and  root-gathering  sites  would  be  helpful  to  our 
planning  efforts,  although  the  scale  of  TLMP  maps  prohibits  the  inclusion  of  all  of  these  sites. 
Our  other  sources  of  subsistence  data  will  be  indicated  in  the  Final  SEIS.  Finally,  we  indeed 
recognize  that  documentation  of  subsistence  uses  is  an  evolving  process.  With  the  help  of 
community  members,  we  can  continue  to  develop  a clearer  picture  of  these  resource  uses.  Please 
also  see  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

238-8 

We  recognize  the  term  "legislation"  as  being  synonymous  with  the  term  "law."  The  1982  edition 
of  the  American  Heritage  Dictionary  defines  legislation  as  "an  enacted  law."  Our  use  of  this  term 
does  not  reflect  an  intention  to  downplay  the  importance  or  permanence  of  ANILCA.  Hanlon  v. 
Barton  did  indeed  clarify  that  the  Forest  Service  had  used  the  wrong  standard  in  its 
implementation  of  ANILCA,  however,  both  the  Draft  and  the  Final  SEIS  are  using  the  current 
standard  as  interpreted  by  and  evolved  through  the  court  system. 

238-9 

We  disagree  that  our  long-term  analysis  of  subsistence  is  in  conflict  with  court  orders.  In  response 
to  court  orders,  we  have  separated  the  effects  of  our  proposed  actions  from  the  effects  of  the 
TLMP  and  other  proposals.  By  evaluating  the  effects  of  the  proposed  alternatives  into  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  future,  we  have  fulfilled  our  obligations  within  the  scope  of  this  project 
EIS.  These  effects  must  be  seen  as  distinct  from  the  effects  of  potential  future  actions  outlined 
in  TLMP  and  the  Life  of  Sale  Plan  for  the  APC  contract  which  have  not  been  proposed  or 
scheduled,  or  the  effects  of  other  actions  outside  the  scope  of  this  document.  As  your  letter  states, 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  do  not  "depend"  on  the  alternatives 
presented  in  the  SEIS. 

238-10 

Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  238-7. 
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238-11 

The  phrase  "tradeoff'  was  used  in  quotes,  and  use  of  this  phrase  was  not  meant  to  suggest  that 
there  was  an  actual  weighting  process.  In  fact,  no  such  weighting  process  existed  or  has  been  used. 
All  resources  were  considered  at  length  through  the  SEIS  process.  Chapter  2 presents  a comparison 
of  alternatives  and  their  effects,  which  are  evaluated  in  detail  in  Chapter  4.  The  Forest  Service 
recognizes  that  subsistence  uses  have  social,  economic,  and  cultural  values,  and  that  these  uses  are 
intertwined  with  all  other  resource  uses. 

238-12 

The  purpose  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  is  to  evaluate  the  environmental  effects  of  the  various 
alternatives;  discussion  and  explanation  of  the  choice  of  a preferred  alternative  is  not  necessary. 
Instead,  discussion  of  the  reasoning  behind  such  a choice  is  most  appropriately  found  in  the  ROD, 
the  very  purpose  of  which  is  to  designate  and  discuss  the  chosen  alternative. 

238-13 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  Subsistence  Hearings  were  designed  to  aid  the  Forest  Service  in 
gathering  more  site-specific  information  on  subsistence  uses  from  the  users  themselves.  For  our 
final  subsistence  analysis,  including  response  to  public  comments  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings, 
see  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  Subsistence  sections  of  Chapters  3 and  4,  and  the  FSEIS  Consolidated 
Appendix,  Volume  I,  B-2,  which  contains  the  Forest  Service  response  to  the  Subsistence  Hearings. 
For  additional  information  on  subsistence,  see  Theme  Response  5. 

238-14 

The  Forest  Service  did  not  conclude  that  the  proposed  actions  would  have  no  significant  impact, 
but  that,  in  conjunction  with  other  reasonably  foreseeable  potential  future  actions,  they  may. 
This  "may"  finding  necessitated  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  where  subsistence  users  were  be  given 
the  opportunity  to  provide  us  with  further  information  on  their  site-specific  concerns.  In 
addition,  the  Forest  Service  held  an  Open  House  prior  to  each  Hearing,  so  that  those  attending 
would  have  further  opportunity  to  meet  with  the  Interdisciplinary  Team  in  order  to  clarify 
information  in  the  Draft  SEIS. 

238-15 

We  disagree  that  we  have  not  met  our  responsibilities  under  ANILCA.  ANILCA  does  not  provide 
for  the  priority  of  subsistence  use,  but  rather  sets  down  the  procedures  to  be  followed  when 
conflicts  arise  between  other  resource  uses  and  subsistence  uses. 

238-16 

Your  comment  suggests  that  our  contractual  agreement  with  APC  takes  "precedence"  over  the 
perceived  "priority"  of  subsistence  uses.  In  this  case,  the  Forest  Service’s  contractual  obligations 
were  established  before  the  enactment  of  ANILCA.  Congress  knew  of  the  existence  of  these 
contracts  when  it  passed  ANILCA,  but  did  not  cancel  them.  In  addition  to  providing  a means  of 
assuring  continued  subsistence  use,  ANILCA  also  provided  for  the  continued  availability  of  a 
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timber  supply  adequate  to  support  the  dependent  industry.  Should  a conflict  arise  between  the 
availability  of  subsistence  resources  and  compliance  with  contractual  obligations  such  as  the  APC 
contracts,  these  contractual  obligations  should  be  considered  "necessary"  under  ANILCA  Section 
8 1 0(a)(3)(  1 ). 

238-17 

Please  see  Theme  Response  6:  especially  where  Subsistence  is  discussed.  The  salient  question  is 
not  whether  the  Forest  Service  has  "actively  managed"  or  "provided  adequate  protection"  for 
subsistence  uses,  but  rather,  whether  the  agency  has  complied  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA.  As 
explained  in  the  Draft  SEIS  for  Analysis  Area  2 (page  iii),  our  analysis  concluded  that  the 
alternatives  will  not  have  significant  impact  on  subsistence  uses;  however,  the  long-term 
cumulative  effects  of  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  could  potentially  restrict  subsistence  use. 
Finally,  we  stated  that  in  response  to  that  potential  foreseeable  impact,  the  Forest  Service  would 
comply  with  its  obligation  to  hold  subsistence  hearings  as  required  by  Section  810  of  ANILCA. 

238-18 

Please  see  Theme  Response  6,  where  we  discuss  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

238-19 

The  importance  of  subsistence  uses  is  substantially  acknowledged  in  the  Draft  SEIS.  For  example, 
refer  to  Chapter  3,  pages  74-75  in  the  Draft  SEIS  for  Analysis  Area  2.  Here,  our  analysis  included 
a bar  graph  which  depicts  per  capita  use  of  subsistence  resources  for  1987,  and  another  which 
shows  the  use  of  resources  within  the  VCUs.  The  Final  SEIS  also  addresses  the  importance  of 
these  uses  and  also  considers  the  public’s  concerns  expressed  in  written  comments  and  at  the 
Subsistence  Hearings.  In  addition,  the  analysis  concluded  that  Alternative  2 and  Alternative  3 
would  not  have  significant  impacts  on  subsistence  uses  in  Analysis  Area  2.  Therefore,  it  was  not 
logical,  or  even  possible,  to  weigh  the  potential  insignificant  impacts  against  significant  and 
measurable  impacts  such  as  those  on  job  opportunities. 

The  industry  did  provide  these  figures  for  job  opportunity  loss.  The  Forest  Service  would 
welcome  any  quantitative  data  available  on  potential  impacts  to  subsistence,  recreation,  and 
fisheries,  as  well. 

238-20 

Please  see  our  responses  to  Comments  238-11  and  238-12. 

238-21 

Please  see  our  response  to  Comment  238-13  and  Theme  Responses  4 and  5. 
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238-22 

The  long-term,  programmatic  planning  of  timber  harvest  such  as  the  97,912  acres  scheduled  for 
harvest  by  2080,  comes  under  the  purview  of  the  TLMP.  The  SEIS  does  not  propose  these 
activities,  nor  does  any  other  planning  document  site  specifically  plan  these  activities  at  this  time. 
The  SEIS  only  plans  a small  portion  of  this  volume.  Chapter  4 of  the  Phase  II  Final  SEIS  does 
address  the  reasonably  foreseeable  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  action. 
Further,  the  SEIS  addresses  what  long-term  and  cumulative  effects  might  result  under  the  long- 
term vision  of  the  TLMP.  This  discussion  includes  the  expected  long-term  and  cumulative  effects 
of  the  proposed  action  alternatives. 

238-23 

Please  see  our  responses  to  Comments  238-10  and  238-11. 
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Michael  A.  Barton,  Regional  Forester 

Region  10,  Alaska  Region 

USDA  Forest  Service 

P.O.  Box  21628 

Juneau,  Alaska  99802-1628 

Re:  Comments  on  the  Phase  II  Draft  Supplement  to  the  1981-86  & 1986-90 

Alaska  Pulp  Corporation  Operating  Plan  for  Analysis  Areas  2,  3,  6,  and  12 

Dear  Mr.  Barton: 

Sealaska  has  reviewed  the  above  referenced  Phase  II  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS).  The  supplemental  EIS  was  prepared  to 
address  issues  identified  in  the  Tenakee  and  Hanlon  federal  court  decisions. 


23g.  i Sealaska  questions  whether  the  Forest  Service  has  met  their  obligations  to 

disclose  the  impact  of  further  harvesting  under  the  provisions  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  to  manage  for  subsistence  uses  under  the  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA).  While  Sealaska’s  primary 
interests  are  to  protect  subsistence  use  opportunities,  the  lack  of  site-specific  and 
cumulative  effects  analysis  under  NEPA  makes  it  impossible  to  determine  how 
238-2  subsistence  uses  will  be  affected.  More  specifically,  we  note  that  the  DSEIS  is 
programmatic  rather  than  site  specific,  fails  to  consider  a reasonable  range  of 
atlternatives,  inadequately  displays  resource  mitigation  and  protection  measures, 
does  not  fully  evaluate  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  alternatives  and  is 
238-3  based  on  an  inadequate  public  involvement  process.  Better  information  and 
analyses  are  certainly  possible.  Prolonging  this  conflict  through  inadequate 
analyses  is  a disservice  to  all  parties,  including  the  timber  industry  who  must 
continue  to  operate  under  uncertainty. 


238-4  In  the  Hanlon  Settlement  Agreement,  the  Forest  Service  agreed  to  hold 

subsistence  hearings  and  to  use  the  hearing  record  to  evaluate  the  effects  of 
past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  timber  harvest/road  construction 
upon  subsistence  users. 


Sealaska  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Forest  Service  can  only  determine 
238'5  the  impacts  to  a usage  of  forest  resources,  if  it  knows  what  subsistence 
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means  to  the  Native  and  rural  communities.  Sealaska  also  believes  that  the 
Forest  Service  cannot  effectively  carry  out  its  planning  and  management 
responsibilities,  nor  protect  the  rights  of  subsistence  users,  without  a clear 
understanding  and  interpretation  of  what  subsistence  means.  It  is  imperative  that 
this  defining/interpreting  process  begin  immediately  and,  of  course,  absolutely 
critical  that  the  Forest  Service  involve  the  Native  and  rural  communities  as  they  go 
through  the  defining  process. 

238-5  It  is  also  important  the  Forest  Service  go  into  the  process  understanding 

Cont.  the  difference  between  aboriginal  rights  and  current  user  rights  or  it  will  be 
impossible  to  satisfy  Native  concerns.  To  demonstrate  our  faith  in  the 
administrative  process,  Sealaska  is  providing  its  input  on  this  evaluation 
document  and  within  the  proper  forum  and  timeframe. 

Attached,  immediately  following  this  letter  which  summarizes  our  concerns 
about  the  APC  DSEIS  and  the  evaluation  process,  is  Sealaska’s  detailed  input  by 
Analysis  Area.  Those  concerns  which  we  have  listed  relating  to  the  evaluation 
process  apply  to  our  detailed  input  for  each  area. 

APC  DSEIS  - DEFICIENCIES  IN  THE  PROCESS 

It  appears  that  rather  than  carry  out  an  independent  evaluation  to  satisfy 
concerns  raised  in  Federal  District  Court  decisions,  the  Forest  Service  has  instead 
decided  to  supplement  both  the  1981-86  and  the  1986-90  EISs  thus  incorporating 
the  results  of  those  previous  analyses  into  this  SEIS  document.  The  Forest 
238-6  Service,  then,  uses  that  as  a reason  for  not  performing  any  serious  additional 
analyses.  By  tying  the  APC  supplement  to  previous  EISs,  the  Forest  Service  is 
merely  able  to  reference  those  other  documents  repeatedly  throughout  the 
supplement  as  a way  of  explaining  why  a conclusion  was  reached  or  a 
recommendation  was  made  rather  than  actually  making  the  relevant  data 
available  for  review  or  conducting  necessary  analyses. 

In  order  for  this  evaluation  approach  to  work,  as  far  as  the  subsistence 
issue  is  concerned,  the  public  must  have  a tremendous  amount  of  trust  that  the 
Forest  Service  has  always  understood  the  social,  cultural  and  economic 
implications  of  subsistence.  Yet  the  Federal  District  Court  tells  us  that  this  is  not 
the  case.  Sealaska  shares  that  opinion  and  therefore  questions  the  validity  of  the 
SEIS  APC  document.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  Forest  Service  has  effectively  or 
responsibly  provided  the  level  analysis  needed  to  meet  concerns  expressed  by 
the  Federal  District  Court  in  the  Hanlon  and  Tenakee  decisions. 

The  SEIS  is  not  site  specific  enough  for  us  to  be  able  to  determine  what 
impact  there  will  be  to  subsistence.  In  addition,  we  are  unable  to  determine 
exactly  what  information  was  used  in  the  subsistence  evaluation,  how  it  was  used, 
and  whether  it  was,  indeed,  the  best  information  at  hand.  Because  the  TRUC 
data  represents  the  most  complete  database  at  the  present  time,  it  cannot  be 
ignored.  In  fact,  it  is  absolutely  critical  that  it  be  used.  However,  it  must  be  used 
in  recognition  of  that  fact  that  the  data  was  gained  in  a sampling  effort  and 
238-7  represents  only  a minute  portion  of  what  must  be  documented  before  the  Forest 
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238-7 

Cont. 


238-8 


Service  has  a data  base  that  will  be  fully  useful  in  determining  the  impacts  to 
subsistence  opportunity.  It  is  also  important  to  remember  that  the  TRUC  data  has 
not  been  reviewed  and  confirmed  by  the  communities.  As  a result  its  accuracy 
will  be  subject  to  question. 

Sealaska’s  official  position  is  that  the  TRUC  maps  which  were  used  to 
present  information  back  to  the  communities  for  confirmation  were  inadequate 
because  they  did  not  include  or  depict  anadromous  fish  streams,  deer 
habitat/hunting  areas  in  the  uplands,  upland  gathering  resource  areas  (i.e.,  berry 
picking,  spruce  root  gathering,  edible  greens),  and  tideland  areas  vital  to 
subsistence.  Sealaska,  tribal  representatives  and  Native  leaders  suggested  to  the 
Forest  Service  that,  at  the  minimum,  maps  generally  depicting  these  areas  should 
accompany  the  TRUC  survey  maps  when  presented  back  to  the  communities.  In 
this  way,  communities  could  confirm  the  importance  of  these  areas  to  the 
subsistence  of  their  communities.  These  suggestions  were  ignored.  Sealaska  is 
becoming  increasingly  anxious  and  concerned  about  inadequacies  in  the  Forest 
Service  planning  and  management  process  as  far  as  subsistence  is  concerned. 

We  are  also  concerned  because  we  were  unable  to  determine  what  effort 
was  made  to  use  other  existing  subsistence  data,  such  as  available  through  the 
ADF&G  technical  paper  series  to  supplement  the  TRUC  data.  The  Forest  Service 
must  recognize  that  the  TRUC  data  is  only  one  piece  of  a puzzle  that  will  continue 
to  grow  and  become  more  complete  only  with  a continued  effort  to  identify 
and  document  traditional  and  current  uses. 

Sealaska  has  excerpted  the  following  from  the  Executive  Summary 
document  to  emphasize  the  magnitude  of  the  decisions  that  will  be  made  based 
on  this  supplemental  analysis.  The  Regional  Forester  will  decide: 

"If  the  changes  in  land  ownership,  deferrals,  deletions,  or  changes  of 
timber-harvest  units,  and  the  effects  of  ANILCA  subsistence  legislation 
warrant  amending  the  Records  of  Decision  for  the  1981-86  or  1986-90 
EISs. 

If  the  contractual  timber  commitments  between  the  date  of  publication  of 
this  document  and  December  31,  1990  (end  of  the  1986-90  Operating 
Period  should  be  met  from  Value  Comparison  Units  (VCUs)  that  have 
some  existing  access  roads  and  harvest  units. 

If  the  contractual  commitments  are  not  met  from  previously  roaded  VCUs, 
how  much  additional  timber  will  be  needed  and  from  which  VCUs  the 
timber  harvest  will  be  scheduled." 

Sealaska’s  questions  here  are:  "Why  does  the  Forest  Service 

reference  the  ANILCA  subsistence  law  as  legislation  when  it  has  been  law 
for  a number  of  years?  Do  they  see  it  as  a temporary  situation?  Or  is  the 
language  designed  to  downplay  its  importance?"  It  is  important  enough  that 
we  must  repeat  again  - the  Forest  Service  must  clarify  its  interpretation  of  the 
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238-8  ANILCA  law  since  the  Court  has  specifically  identified  this  as  an  area  where  the 
Cont.  Forest  Service  is  falling  down  in  its  implementation  responsibility. 

Subsistence  is  evaluated  only  in  terms  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
238-9  future.  This  is  in  direct  conflict  with  court  orders.  We  have  no  indication  of 
how  currently  proposed  activities  will  impact  subsistence  cumulatively  over 
the  long  term.  The  Forest  Service  has  interpreted  "reasonably  foreseeable  time 
frame"  to  mean  until  the  end  of  the  APC  Long  Term  Contract  (the  year  2001).  The 
long  term  time  frame  is  addressed  as  extending  to  the  end  of  the  first  complete 
harvest  rotation  (the  year  2080).  Cumulative  effects  include  the  effects  of  past 
harvest,  existing  harvest,  adjacent  harvest,  and  harvest  proposed  under  the  SEIS 
alternatives  projected  into  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future.  The  long  term 
cumulative  effects  tier  to  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan,  TLMP  amendment 
and  to  the  FEIS  for  the  1986-90  Operating  Period  of  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation. 
They  also  incorporate  information  from  a Life  of  Sale  Plan  for  the  APC  contract 
prepared  in  1982  and  updated  in  1986.  The  reasonably  foreseeable,  long-term 
and  cumulative  effects  do  not  depend  on  the  alternatives  presented  in  this  SEIS. 
Rather  they  are  what  may  be  expected  under  the  current  direction  planned  in 
TLMP,  the  Life  of  Sale  Plan  and  projected  by  Multi-entry  Layout  Process.  The 
effects  would  occur  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives  until  such  time  as  TLMP  is 
revised. 

This  statement  only  heightens  Sealaska  concerns.  Please  allow  us  to 
elaborate.  The  TLMP  Forest  Plan  Revision  Team  has  advised  Sealaska  that 
the  Forest  Service  is  proceeding  with  TLMP  Revision  without  the  TRUC  data 
in  order  to  accommodate  and  meet  some  administrative  requirements, 
court  orders,  and  legislative  deliberation  timelines.  They  have  assured  us 
that  the  TRUC  data  will  be  incorporated  in  at  some  later  point  but  have  not 
elaborated  on  how  it  will  be  handled.  They  have  also  assured  us  that  there 
is  no  cause  for  concern  because  the  810  process  will  not  allow  subsistence 
to  slip  through  the  cracks.  Yet,  here  in  this  supplemental  EiS  document,  the 
Forest  Service  is  conducting  a subsistence  evaluation,  but  is  now  telling  us 
that  the  data  and  the  process  may  be  incomplete,  but  don’t  worry  because 
the  TLMP  revision/prescription  process  will  handle  Sealaska  concerns.  We 
have  already  determined  that  the  USFS  planning  process  is  inadequate  as 
238- 10  far  as  planning  and  managing  the  forest  resources  for  subsistence  as  a 
priority  use  - and  we  are  seriously  concerned.  We  do  not  see  any  reference 
to  the  TRUC  data  or  the  technical  information  available  from  the  State 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Forest  Service  staff  used  a trade-off  evaluation  process  to  weigh  the 
238-n  benefits  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  against  the  issues  to  recommend  the 
preferred  alternative.  Because  the  Forest  Service  uses  a trade-off  evaluation 
process  to  weigh  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  against  the 
issues  and  subsistence  is  one  of  the  issues,  it  would  be  necessary  to  attach 
some  value  to  subsistence  uses  to  give  them  a fair  footing  in  the  process. 
This  language  is  used  by  the  USFS  in  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  for  each 
of  the  areas  targeted  by  this  supplemental  EIS.  Sealaska  takes  exception  to 
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238-12  the  language,  because  it  has  the  effect  of  a blanket  rationalization  which 
enables  the  USFS  to  make  a decision  without  really  having  to  explain  why. 

While  the  Forest  Service  presents  some  discussion  of  areas  where 
subsistence  use  occurs,  and  where  subsistence  users  come  from,  most  of 
the  discussion  in  Chapter  3 and  4 revolves  around  levels  of  use.  In  this 
manner,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  to  discuss  subsistence  uses  in 
238-13  terms  of  a specific  piece  of  land  where  the  uses  historically  and  traditionally 
occurred.  This  concerns  Sealaska,  since  specific  hunting,  fishing,  and 
gathering  areas  are  important  to  the  Tlingit  and  Haida  people  in  a social, 
cultural  and  religious  sense. 

In  sum,  because  the  forest  planning  process  is  so  elaborate  and 
complicated,  and  because  the  planning  area  is  so  large,  and  because  this 
supplemental  is  tiered  to  so  many  other  USFS  documents,  it  is  has  become 
almost  impossible  to  track  and  assimilate  the  environmental,  cultural,  social  and 
economic  implications  of  the  various  alternatives  being  proposed.  Whether 
intended  or  not,  these  complications  tend  to  diffuse  public  input.  Sealaska 
believes  that  the  Forest  Service  has  a responsibility  to  provide  understandable 
information  to  the  public  that  it  is  affecting.  This  SEIS  document  does  not  do  that. 
238-14  Furthermore,  we  do  not  feel  it  is  responsive  to  the  Federal  Court  decision  in 
Hanlon  v Barton  case.  We  cannot  accept  the  Forest  Service  determination  of  no 
significant  impact  to  subsistence  opportunities  when  we  have  no  indication  that 
they  even  understand  what  it  means  to  the  Native  and  rural  users. 

We  do,  however,  look  forward  to  positive  dialogue  concerning  this  issue. 
We  are  continuing  to  keep  the  communities  apprised  of  these  concerns.  We 
encourage  you  to  consider  our  offer  to  sit  and  work  out  a solution  to  the 
subsistence  situation.  We  have  every  confidence  that  this  can  be  resolved 
administratively.  However,  if  the  Forest  Service  continues  to  take  the  position  that 
it  is  adequately  meeting  its  responsibilities  under  ANILCA  as  far  as  providing  for 
238-15  subsistence  as  a priority  use  on  the  forest,  we  will  have  no  recourse  but  to  seek 
other  avenues  to  address  our  concerns.  Thanking  you  in  advance  for  your 
consideration. 


Sincerely, 

ON 


Natural  Resources  Management 


RWL/AGD 
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cc:  Byron  I.  Mallott,  Sealaska  Corporation 

Marlene  Johnson,  Sealaska  Corporation 
Chris  McNeil,  Sealaska  Corporation 
Edward  K.  Thomas,  Tlingit  & Haida  Central  Council 
Richard  Stitt,  ANB  Grand  President 
Sue  Sargent,  ANS  Grand  President 
Trudy  Wolfe,  ANS  Executive  Committee 
Frank  O.  Williams,  ANB  Executive  Committee 
Harold  Martin,  Tlingit  & Haida  Central  Council 
Dr.  Jack  Kruse,  UAA/ISER 
Rob  Bosworth,  ADF&G  Subsistence 
Larry  Roberts,  USFS  Subsistence 
Jim  Pierce,  USFS  APC  EIS 
William  K.  Williams,  Cape  Fox  Corporation 
Joe  Wilson,  Goldbelt,  Inc. 

Walter  Soboleff,  Kootznoowoo,  Inc. 

James  P.  Senna,  Shee  Atika,  Inc. 

Lowell  Peterson,  Yak-Tat  Kwaan 

Corrine  Garza  Medina,  Klawock  Heenya  Corporation 

Ralph  Strong,  Klukwan,  Inc. 

Clarence  Jackson,  Kake  Tribal  Corporation 
Glen  Charles,  Shaan-Seet,  Inc. 

George  D.  Cooper,  Huna  Totem  Corporation 
Bruce  Cook,  Haida  Corporation 
Louis  A.  Thompson,  Kavilco,  Inc. 

Al  McKinley,  ANB  Camp  2 

Robert  Willard,  ANB  Camp  2 

USFS  TRUC  Survey  Native  Advisory  Council 

USDOI/BIA/Tribal  Operations/Juneau  Area  Office 

Director,  US  Fish  & Wildlife 

Frank  Roppel,  APC 

Jim  Clark,  ALA 

Thyes  Shaub,  ALA 

Southeast  Conference 

Jim  Ayers 

Southeast  IRA  Councils 
Governor  Steve  Cowper 
Regional  Subsistence  Council 
State  Board  of  Fisheries 
State  Board  of  Game 

Southeast  Regional  Fish  and  Game  Council 
Commissioner  Collinsworth,  ADF&G 
Southeast  State  Legislators 
Joint  State-Federal  Land  Use  Council 
Alaska  Land  Use  Council 

Joe  Mehrkens,  Southeast  Natural  Resources  Center 
Bart  Koehler,  SEACC 
Janie  Leask,  AFN 

Eli  Hanlon,  Woosh  Kee  Ton  Clan,  Tlingit  Tribe 


Michael  A.  Barton 
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Ernestine  Glessing,  Hoonah,  Alaska 

Wanda  Culp,  Hoonah,  Alaska 

Mayor  Liv  C.  Gray,  City  of  Hoonah 

Mayor  Edward  J.  Gamble,  City  of  Angoon 

Mayor  Donald  James,  Sr.,  City  of  Kake 

Mayor  Roy  S.  Williams,  City  of  Klawock 

Mayor  James  Sprague,  City  of  Craig 

Mayor  Adrian  LeCornu,  City  of  Hydaburg 

Mayor  Estelle  Thompson,  City  of  Kasaan 

Mayor  Harry  Davidson,  City  of  Pelican 

Mayor  Lari^  Powell,  City  of  Yakutat 

Gary  Morrison,  Forest  Supervisor  USFS  Chatham  Area 

Mike  Lunn,  Forest  Supervisor  USFS  Ketchikan  Area 

Douglas  Barber,  Forest  Supervisor  USFS  Stikine  ARea 

Alaska  Congressional  Delegation 


SEALASKA  CORPORATION  DETAILED  INPUT  ON  THE  APC  DSEIS 


APC  DSEIS  - ANALYSIS  AREA  2 (MUD  BAY/NEKA) 

The  Federal  District  Court  decision  in  the  Hanlon  case  made  it  necessary 
for  the  USFS  to  address,  through  this  supplemental,  issues  raised  by  departures 
from  the  1981-86  operating  plan,  including  the  deletion/deferral  of  harvest  units 
on  lands  selected  under  ANCSA,  to  evaluate  an  Upper  Game  Creek  Area  no- 
action alternative,  to  provide  more  site  specific  detail  on  environmental  effects  of 
alternative  road/harvest  configurations,  and  to  further  analyze  cumulative 
environmental  impacts  from  the  expanding  network  of  road/harvest  units  in 
Upper  Game  Creek. 

In  this  DSEIS  the  Forest  Service  uses  a no  further  harvest  alternative  to 
meet  requirements  of  the  court  decision  for  the  consideration  of  a no  action 
alternative  in  Analysis  Area  2.  Three  alternatives  were  developed  for  the  analysis 
area  in  order  to  address  issues  and  comply  with  NEPA  regulations  while  meeting 
238-16  the  APC  contract  requirements.  Did  USFS  intend  to  give  its  contractual 
obligations  precedence  over  the  ANILCA  subsistence  priority  provision 
which  is,  in  fact,  law. 

For  Analysis  Area  2,  the  subsistence  issue  is  described  by  the  Forest 
Service  in  this  manner: 

"Some  residents  of  Hoonah  believe  past  and  ongoing  forest  management 
activities  in  the  Hoonah  area  are  affecting  their  ability  to  harvest  some  subsistence 
resources.  The  Forest  Service  is  sensitive  to  this  concern  and  concludes  in 
Chapter  3 that  there  is  enough  concern  and  justification  that  a finding  of 
significant  restriction  to  use  was  appropriate.  The  Forest  Service  will  hold 
subsistence  hearings  in  conformance  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA  approximately 
30  days  following  the  release  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  During  the  hearings,  residents  t)f 
Hoonah  and  other  subsistence  communities  will  have  the  opportunity  to  provide 
additional  information  concerning  potential  subsistence  use  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  timber  harvest  alternatives  in  Analysis  Area  2.  Comments 
received  during  the  hearings  will  be  considered  during  the  preparation  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Supplement.  Presently,  the  subsistence 
effects  analysis  in  Chapter  4 indicates  that  the  implementation  of  either  action 
Alternative  2 oc  3 in  Analysis  Area  2 would  have  minimal  effects  on  subsistence 
users  from  the  primary-use  community  of  Hoonah. 

The  Forest  Service  Record  of  Decision  preceded  the  passage  of  ANILCA. 
The  Forest  Service  did  perform  a subsistence  evaluation  in  conjunction  with  the 
1986-90  Operating  Period  EIS.  "This  evaluation  was  challenged  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Alaska  District  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton.  In  a preliminary 
decision,  the  Federal  District  Court  recognized  the  importance  of  the  Section  810 
evaluation  of  potential  project  effects  on  subsistence  activities  in  an  environmental 
analysis.  In  response  to  Tenakee  Springs  v.  Courtwright  and  Hanlon  v.  Barton, 
and  to  ensure  that  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Record  of  Decision  fully  comply  with 
ANILCA,  the  Forest  Service  is  providing  site-specific  subsistence  evaluation  in 
Phase  II  of  the  EIS  supplement." 


Hoonah  residents  hunt  deer,  goats,  seals,  waterfowl  and  other  birds;  trap 
furbearers;  catch  salmon  and  other  finfish;  and  gather  shellfish,  berries,  and 
seaweed.  The  annual  harvest  of  subsistence  resources  was  about  400  pounds 
per  capita  in  1987,  dominated  by  salmon  (26%),  deer  (23%),  and  other  finfish 
(19%).  Subsistence  food  provides  about  50%  of  the  household  food  supply. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  foreseeable  and  long  term  effects  on 
subsistence  users  from  the  primary  use  community  of  Hoonah  is  based  on  future 
projected  timber  harvest  in  Analysis  Area  2.  The  1986-90  Operating  Period  Life  of 
Sale  Plan  (Analysis)  projects  than  an  additional  11,120  acres  of  National  Forest 
timber  will  be  harvested  from  the  VCUs  in  Analysis  Area  2 by  2011.  During  this 
period  Huna  Totem  and  Sealaska  Corporations  are  projected  by  the  Forest 
Service  staff  to  have  harvested  an  estimated  14,000  acres  of  timber  on  their  lands 
in  Analysis  Area  2.  TLMP  estimated  that  37,000  acres  of  National  Forest  lands 
would  be  programmed  for  harvest  by  2080. 

The  reduction  in  habitat  capability  due  to  the  continued  timber  harvest 
activity  on  National  Forest  and  Native  corporation  lands  will  affect  the  availability 
of  key  subsistence  wildlife  species.  Whether  this  would  affect  the  ability  of 
subsistence  users  from  Hoonah  to  continue  harvesting  these  species  at 
traditional  levels  would  depend  on  management  of  access  in  the  areas  as  well  as 
the  ability  of  land  management  and  wildlife  management  agencies  to  work 
cooperatively  to  maintain  the  opportunity  for  subsistence  harvest.  Given  our 
current  dialogue  with  the  Forest  Service  concerning  its  responsibility  to 
238-17  actively  manage  the  forest  for  subsistence  uses  and  the  fact  that  our 
concerns  remain  unanswered,  this  USFS  statement  creates  additional 
questions  in  our  minds  whether  adequate  protections  are  accorded 
subsistence  uses. 

Alternative  1 - "No  Action  - Current  Direction"  Option: 

Activities  currently  authorized  by  the  Court  will  continue  - USFS  predicts 
that  the  volume  in  the  nondeferred  VCUs  will  be  harvested  by  the  end  of  the  1989 
operating  season.  USFS  has  stated  that  a "No  Action  - Current  Direction"  option 
has  the  same  affect  as  a "No  Further  Harvest"  option  - both  stop  further 
road/timber  activities  at  the  time  of  Record  of  Decision  thru  12/31/90.  They  are 
therefore  evaluated  together  and  used  as  the  baseline  for  comparison  of 
alternatives.  While  all  alternatives  propose  to  use  existing  LTFs,  no  further  volume 
would  be  made  available  under  option  #1  to  support  the  Bight  or  Salt  Lake 
operations  for  the  period  ending  12/31/90.  The  analysis  determined  that  this 
alternative  would  have  no  additional  environmental  impacts. 

Sealaska  questions  whether  this  "No  Action  - Current  Direction" 
alternative  is  what  the  Court  had  in  mind  when  it  directed  the  Forest  Service 
to  evaluate  a no  action  alternative.  The  terminology  “no  action"  implies  no 
238-18  activity  rather  than  "no  activity  other  than  that  already  authorized"  which 
represents  a bureaucratic  game  in  our  minds.  When  the  public  reviews  this 
alternative  in  conjunction  with  impact  language  stating  "no  further  impacts" 
or  “no  change",  they  will  believe  that  the  alternative  is  truly  a no  action 
alternative.  What  must  occur  in  order  for  the  public  to  really  understand 
what  is  happening  is  that  the  impact  language  must  be  read  in  conjunction 
with  the  statement  that  “all  harvest  units  were  previously  evaluated  in  one  or 
more  alternatives  of  the  1986-90  EIS".  The  "no  further  impacts"  or  "no 
change"  language  is  therefore  really  intended  to  mean  that  there  are  "no 
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further  impacts  or  changes  from  those  impacts  which  were  already 
discussed  and  detailed  in  the  1986-90  EIS  alternatives".  All  "previously 
authorized"  activities  will,  in  fact,  continue.  Sealaska’s  question  is  "If  the 
current  direction  alternative,  which  was  already  evaluated,  was  adequate, 
why  would  the  Court  direct  the  evaluation  of  a no  action  alternative?"  In 
effect  what  USFS  has  done  here  is  evaluate  3 action  alternatives  with  the 
current  direction  option  representing  less  activity  then  alternatives  2 and  3. 

APC  contract  volume  harvest  averaged  6.6  MMBF  from  1986-88 
supporting  56  jobs  (direct  and  indirect).  The  Wrangell  mill  relies  heavily  on  APC 
contract  timber;  the  company  projects  that  a loss  would  reduce  employment  to  a 
single  shift  floss  of  80  iobsl  and  would  double  fixed  costs.  The  ability  of  USFS  to 
meet  its  APC  contractual  obligations  would  be  affected  and  could  result  in  a 
breach  of  contract  if  other  volume  is  unavailable.  Sealaska  questions  the 
introduction  of  such  information  as  is  underlined  immediately  above  without 
238-19  like  effort  being  exerted  to  determine  opportunity  lost  values  for  recreation, 
subsistence  (in  its  social,  cultural  and  economic  context),  fisheries,  etc.  so 
that  the  public  can  fairly  weigh  whether  or  not  job  opportunities  should 
continue  to  be  prioritized. 

This  alternative  would:  result  in  a loss  of  56  jobs  and  $1 .3  million  in  salaries 
for  volume  not  harvested;  cause  a high  level  of  public  concern;  require  USFS  to 
provide  volume  in  other  APC  contract  areas.  It  could  reduce  the  employment  in 
Hoonah,  the  supply  to  the  Wrangell  mill,  pulp  to  the  Sitka  APC  plant,  and  may 
cause  USFS  to  breach  its  contractual  obligations. 

Alternative  2 - Harvest  41 .2  MMBF: 

41.2  MMBF  of  timber  is  proposed  for  harvest  in  31  units  on  1,880  acres  in 
VCU’s  193  and  201.  USFS  has  indicated  that  the  harvest  units  were  previously 
evaluated  the  1986-90  EISs  and  that  no  new  units/roads  are  proposed  in  this 
Supplement.  The  LTF  at  Eight  Fathom  Bight  will  be  used. 

Following  is  a summary  of  impacts:  5-10%  bare  mineral  soil  will  be  more 
erodible;  altered  noncommercial  and  understory  species  composition;  change  of 
forest  species  composition  on  1,880  acres  of  commercial  forest  land;  impact  to 
1 ,880  acres  (1 .6%)  of  original  forested  habitat  - a cumulative  harvest  of  5.2%  of 
forested  habitat;  178  acres  (1.1%)  of  original  deer  winter  range  - a cumulative 
harvest  of  7.8%;  beach  fringe  would  not  be  further  impacted;  impact  to  30  acres 
(0.6%)  of  historical  streamside  riparian  habitat  - a cumulative  harvest  of  5.7%; 
impact  to  230  acres  (1.4%)  of  prescribed  old  growth  conditions;  >90%  of  wildlife 
habitats  would  remain;  least  harvest  along  streams;  1 mi.  of  road  would  require 
AHMU  protection  measures;  one  stream  crossing  would  require  benefit/cost 
analysis;  <25%  of  watersheds  would  be  harvested  with  little  potential  for 
increased  stream  flow  runoffs;  small  incremental  additions  to  existing  bark 
deposits  at  LTF  at  Eight  Fathom  Bight;  potential  for  activities  to  affect  private  land, 
Native  lands,  cabins  or  mining  claims  in  VCUs  193  and  201;  shift  of  primitive  and 
semi-primitive  non-motorized  and  roaded  modified  classes  in  VCUs  193  and  201; 
visual  quality  objectives  would  not  be  met;  no  significant  restriction  to 
subsistence  from  proposed  activities.  The  analysis  concluded  that  the 
long-term  cumulative  effects  of  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  may 
possibly  restrict  subsistence  use.  Subsistence  hearings  will,  therefore,  be 
held  in  conformance  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA. 
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Harvest  activity  would  affect  recreation  sites  in  and  around  Mud  Bay  in 
VCU  193,  including  trails,  anchorages,  and  two  cabins.  The  alternatives  are  not 
expected  to  impact  recreational  boaters  or  kayakers  in  Neka  Bay,  although 
increased  noise  and  human  presence  may  change  their  experience  during 
harvest  operations. 

This  alternative  would  maintain  350  jobs  and  $8.1  million  in  salaries;  the 
harvest  volume  is  in  the  low  range  of  that  identified  in  Phase  I of  the  SEIS; 
moderately  to  highly  sensitive  in  public  concern  because  it  proposes  harvest  near 
Mud  Bay,  an  area  that  is  included  in  new  Tongass  timber  reform  legislation;  is 
considered  highly  effective  in  implementing  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  class  III  and 
IV  VCUs. 

COSTS/BENEFITS  - A volume  disruption  of  this  type  could  impact  the  cost 
of  operation  at  the  APC  Pulp  Mill  causing  temporary  shutdowns.  The  cost  of  a 
temporary  shutdown  is  estimated  by  APC  to  be  $500,000  plus  $4,800  for  every 
day  of  shut  down. 

Alternative  3 - Harvest  82  MMBF:  (Tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred 

alternative  pending  public  comment.) 

82  MMBF  is  proposed  for  harvest  from  54  harvest  units  on  3,448  acres  in 
VCU’s  193,  198,  100,  201  and  202.  The  Forest  Service  indicates  that  these 
harvest  units  were  previously  evaluated  in  one  or  more  alternatives  of  the  1986 
and  90  EISs  and  that  no  new  units/roads  are  proposed  in  this  Supplement. 
Alternative  3 will  transfer  72.6  MMBF  over  the  Eight  Fathom  Bight  LTF  if  the  West 
Port  Frederick  LTF  is  not  used.  If  Port  Frederick  LTF  is  used,  49.07  MMBF  will  be 
transferred  over  the  Bight  LTF  and  23.53  MMBF  over  the  Port  Frederick  LTF.  8.3 
MMBF  will  also  be  transferred  over  the  Salt  Lake  LTF. 

Following  is  a summary  of  impacts:  5-10%  bare  mineral  soil  will  be  more 
erodible  than  in  undisturbed  soils;  altered  forest  canopy  and  understory  species 
composition;  impact  to  3,448  acres  (3%)  of  original  forest  habitat  - a cumulative 
harvest  of  6.5%  of  forested  habitat;  178  acres  (1.1%)  of  original  deer  winter  range 
- a cumulative  harvest  of  7.8%  of  deer  winter  range;  affect  to  83  acres  (1 .0%  of 
original  amount)  - a cumulative  harvest  of  8.8%  of  beach  fringe;  74  acres  (1 .5%)  of 
historical  streamside  riparian  habitat  impacted  - a cumulative  harvest  of  6.6%  of 
streamside  habitat;  impact  to  449  acres  (2.7%)  of  prescribed  old  growth;  >90%  of 
wildlife  habitat  would  remain;  most  harvest  along  streams;  1 mi.  road  would 
require  AHMU  protection  measures;  <2%  of  watershed  harvested;  small 
incremental  additions  to  existing  bark  deposits  at  Eight  Fathom  Bight,  Salt  Lake 
Bay  and  West  Port  Frederick;  potential  impact  to  private  land,  Native  lands, 
cabins  or  mining  claims  in  VCUs  193,  198,  200,  201,  and  202;  recreation  not 
expected  to  increase;  visual  quality  objectives  meet  in  2 of  5 VCU’s;  no 
significant  restriction  to  subsistence  from  proposed  activities.  The  analysis 
concluded  that  the  long-term  cumulative  effects  of  reasonably  foreseeable 
activities  may  possibly  restrict  subsistence  use.  Subsistence  hearings  will, 
therefore,  be  held  in  conformance  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA. 

Harvest  activity  would  affect  recreation  sites  in  and  around  Mud  Bay  in 
VCU  193,  including  trails,  anchorages,  and  two  cabins.  The  alternatives  are  not 
expected  to  impact  recreational  boaters  or  kayakers  in  Neka  Bay,  although 
increased  noise  and  human  presence  may  change  their  experience  during 
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harvest  operations.  In  addition  VCU’s  198,  200  and  202  would  be  affected  by 
road  construction/harvest  activities. 

Alternative  3 would  maintain  697  jobs  and  $16.1  million  in  salaries.  It 
involves  the  same  activities  as  in  Alternative  2,  but  adds  harvest/road  building 
activities;  is  rated  the  highest  in  meeting  APC  contractual  volume  needs 
projected  in  Phase  I for  the  SEIS;  moderate  to  high  public  concern  because  of 
proposed  harvest  in  Mud  Bay  VCUs,  an  area  that  is  included  in  new  Tongass 
timber  reform  legislation;  public  may  express  concern  over  the  cumulative  effects 
of  harvest  on  private  land  in  VCU’s  198  and  200  with  additional  harvest  proposed 
in  the  same  watersheds  on  National  Forest  lands;  USFS  staff  used  a trade  off 
evaluation  process  to  weigh  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  against 
the  issues  to  recommend  the  preferred  alternative. 

APC  DSEIS  - ANALYSIS  AREA  3 (FRESHWATER/WHITESTONE) 

This  Supplement  presents  site  specific  environmental  impacts  of  proposed 
roads  and  harvest  units  in  northeastern  Chichagof  Island  (Analysis  Area  3).  To 
address  issues  and  comply  with  NEPA  regulations  while  meeting  the  APC 
Contract  requirements,  USFS  developed  6 alternatives  for  the  Analysis  Area  3 
Draft  SEIS. 

Hoonah  residents  hunt  deer,  goats,  seals,  waterfowl  and  other  birds;  trap 
furbearers;  catch  salmon  and  other  finfish;  and  gather  shellfish,  berries,  and 
seaweed.  The  annual  harvest  of  subsistence  resources  was  about  400  pounds 
per  capita  in  1987,  dominated  by  salmon  (26%),  deer  (23%),  and  other  fin  fish 
(19%).  Subsistence  provides  about  50%  of  the  household  food  supply. 
Preliminary  analysis  of  TRUCS  map  data  indicates  that  Seagull,  Game  and 
Spasski  Creek  areas,  along  with  Whitestone  Harbor  and  Freshwater  Bay,  are 
popular  deer  hunting  areas  for  Hoonah  residents.  They  also  catch  salmon  in 
more  than  half  of  the  VCUs.  By  contrast,  Hoonah  subsistence  users  trap 
furbearers,  gather  berries  and  trap  crab  in  less  than  half  of  the  VCUs,  and  they 
hunt  waterfowl  in  about  one-quarter  of  them. 

Preliminary  analysis  of  TRUCS  map  data  reaffirms  that  Area  3 is  an 
important  subsistence  hunting  area  for  Hoonah  residents.  The  map  data  show 
that  16  to  50  percent  of  the  households  surveyed  hunted  deer  in  ADF&G  Minor 
Harvest  Area  3523  (VCUs  203,  204,  205,  206),  Minor  Harvest  Area  3524  (VCUs 
207,  208,  209),  Minor  Harvest  Area  3625  (VCUs  210,  211,  212,  213,  215).  TRUCS 
map  data  show  that  Seagull,  Game,  Spasski,  Gartina,  Suntaheen  and  lyouktug 
Creeks,  and  Indian  River  are  key  subsistence  salmon  streams  for  Hoonah 
residents. 

In  pursuing  traditional  subsistence  resources,  Tenakee  Springs  residents 
hunt  deer,  bear,  and  seals;  catch  salmon  and  other  finfish;  collect  shellfish;  and 
trap  furbearers.  The  annual  harvest  of  subsistence  resources  was  about  340 
pounds  per  capita  in  1987,  dominated  by  deer  (39%),  other  finfish  (24%),  and 
salmon  (14%).  Subsistence  provides  just  over  40%  of  the  household  food  supply. 
Tenakee  Springs  residents  hunt  deer  in  more  than  70%  of  the  VCUs;  they  also 
trap  furbearers  in  just  over  one  quarter  of  the  VCUs,  and  catch  salmon  and  collect 
shellfish  in  just  under  one  quarter  of  the  VCUs.  TRUCS  map  data  also  reaffirm 
that  portions  of  Minor  Harvest  Areas  3625  and  3626  are  important  subsistence 
deer  hunting  areas  for  Tenakee  residents.  In  3625,  16  to  50%  of  the  households 
surveyed  hunted  deer  in  the  beach  fringe  of  VCUs  214,  217  and  218.  In  Harvest 
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Area  3626,  beach  fringe  was  hunted  51  to  100%  in  VCU  220  and  16  to  50%  in 
VCUs  219  and  221.  16  to  50%  of  those  surveyed  hunted  the  Indian  River  valley. 

Although  the  proposed  alternatives  would  have  no  major  effect  on  wildlife, 
there  may  be  potential  long-term  effects.  Once  new  roads  have  been  constructed 
into  a previously  unharvested  watershed,  there  is  likely  to  be  pressure  to  continue 
their  use  in  the  future.  The  resulting  activity  could  reduce  wildlife  populations  or 
wildlife  use  of  the  habitats  due  to  additional  access  for  hunters,  pressure  to  use 
the  watershed  for  recreation  activities,  and  re-entry  for  timber  harvesting. 

The  long  term  potential  for  affecting  subsistence  users  from  Hoonah  and 
Tenakee  Springs  is  enough  to  substantiate  a finding  in  accordance  with  ANILCA 
Section  810  that  foreseeable  activities  may  restrict  subsistence  use.  This 
projection  is  based  on  the  timber  harvest  schedule  in  TLMP  and  the  assumption 
concerning  potential  timber  harvest  on  the  Native  Corporation  lands. 

Alternative  1 - No  Action  - Current  Direction 

Permits  the  activities  currently  authorized  by  the  Court  to  continue  in 
nondeferred  VCU’s.  This  alternative  would  harvest  63.3  MMBF  and  construct  21 
miles  of  road  in  1989.  All  alternatives  will  use  an  LTF  at  Sealaska  Creek  and  might 
use  an  LTF  at  False  Bay.  During  1990,  Alternative  1 would  harvest  42.7  MMBF 
and  build  19  miles  of  road. 

Summary  of  impacts:  alteration  of  tree/understory  species  composition  on 
4,545  acres;  impact  to  84  acres  of  beach  fringe  (93%  remaining);  335  acres  (89%) 
of  deer  winter  range  remaining;  179  acres  (91%)  of  streamside/riparian 
remaining;  harvests  4.4%  of  Class  I or  2.6%  of  Class  II  habitat  to  one  side  of  creek 
and  2.6%  of  Class  I and  1.9%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  1.4  miles  of  road 
would  require  protection  measures;  shift  from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized  to 
roaded  natural  or  roaded  modified  in  VCU’s  where  harvesting  occur;  visual  quality 
objectives  would  be  met  in  8 of  11  VCUs;  implementation  could  affect  key 
subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a portion  of  AA3. 

Alternative  1 would  support  538  jobs  in  the  1989  harvest  season  and  about 
363  jobs  result  in  1990.  Volume  projected  for  this  area  in  the  Phase  I DEIS  would 
not  be  met.  It  would  require  USFS  to  make  up  additional  volume  in  other  analysis 
area,  resulting  in  possible  breach  of  contract  if  the  volume  could  not  be  made  up. 
This  alternative  is  considered  moderate  in  effectiveness  in  dealing  with 
subsistence  issues  and  brown  bear  population  viability;  moderate  in  effectiveness 
to  implement  TLMP  guidelines. 

Alternative  2 - No  Further  Harvest  Option 

Involves  completing  all  the  APC  1989  operating  plan  harvest  units/roads 
but  defers  additional  units/roads  pending  an  environmental  analysis.  It  supports 
the  same  538  jobs  as  #1  in  1989,  no  additional  jobs  would  be  maintained 
subsequently  without  further  NEPA  analysis.  Alternative  2 fails  to  meet  the 
minimum  volume  requirement  projected  DEIS  making  it  necessai^  for  the  USFS 
to  make  up  100-130  MMBF  to  meet  contract  obligations.  This  alternative  is 
considered  the  most  effective  in  responding  to  concerns  over  subsistence  and 
brown  bear  viability,  but  is  considered  low  in  effectiveness  to  implement  TLMP 
guidelines.  This  option  would  result  in  the  least  impacts  on  recreation. 
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Summary  of  impacts:  alteration  of  tree  and  understory  species 

composition  on  2,347  acres;  impact  to  20  acres  of  beach  fringe  (93%  remaining); 
87  acres  or  91%  deer  winter  range  remaining;  97  acres  or  97%  of 
streamside/riparian  acres  remaining;  potentially  harvests  2.3%  of  Class  I or  1.7% 
of  Class  II  habitat  to  one  side  of  creek  and  .9%  of  Class  I and  1.5  % of  Class  II  to 
both  creek  sides;  .3  miles  of  road  would  require  AHMU  protection  measures;  shift 
from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized  to  roaded  natural  or  roaded  modified  in  VCUs; 
visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met  in  4 of  6 VCUs;  implementation  could  affect 
key  subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a portion  of  AA3. 

Alternative  3 - (Tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred  alternative  pending 
public  comment.) 

Proposes  to  harvest  142.3  MMBF  and  construct  51  miles  of  system  road 
using  the  Kennel  Creek  logging  camp/LTF,  the  Long  Island  LTF,  and/or  a 
temporary  LTF  at  False  Bay  if  constructed.  Alternatives  3 through  6 add  volume 
to  Alternative  1 volume  for  1990  which  can  be  harvested  between  now  and  1990  if 
APC  increases  its  present  logging  capacity.  If  not,  this  volume  would  carry  over 
to  support  jobs  in  1991 . Alternative  3 provides  for  672  jobs  in  1990  or,  if  the  same 
volume  were  harvested  in  1990  as  1989,  some  volume  could  be  carried  over  to 
1991 , providing  about  494  jobs. 

With  the  highest  level  of  timber  harvest,  this  option  is  considered  the  most 
effective  at  meeting  the  contract  volume  needs  and  the  harvest  level  set  in  the 
Phase  I DEIS;  low  in  effectiveness  at  responding  to  concerns  over  subsistence 
and  brown  bear  population  viability;  high  effectiveness  in  maintaining  community 
stability  in  Hoonah  and  current  employment  levels  for  the  logging  contractors  in 
the  area  and  for  the  Sitka  and  Wrangell  mills;  and  high  effectiveness  for 
implementing  TLMP  guidelines. 

Summary  of  impacts:  altered  tree  and  understory  composition  on  8,001 
acres;  107  acres  of  beach  fringe  impacted  (92%  remaining);  591  acres  or  88%  of 
deer  winter  range  remaining;  192  or  90%  of  streamside/riparian  acres  remaining; 
potentially  harvests  8.5%  of  Class  I or  9.8%  of  Class  II  habitat  to  one  side  of  creek 
and  8.8%  of  Class  I and  6.5%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  2.1  miles  of  road 
would  require  AHMU  protection  measures;  visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met 
in  6 of  8 VCUs;  implementation  could  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species. 

Alternative  4 - 

Would  harvest  117.3  MMBF  and  construct  52  miles  of  road  using  the  LTF 
at  Long  Island  or  False  Bay  along  with  that  at  Kennel  Creek.  Alternatives  3 
through  6 add  volume  to  the  1990  volume  of  Alternative  1,  which  can  be 
harvested  between  now  and  1990  if  APC  increases  its  present  logging  capacity. 
This  would  provide  about  462  jobs  in  1990  (or  carry  over  about  287  jobs  to  1991). 

Alternative  4 meets  the  minimum  volume  projected  in  the  Phase  I DEIS.  It 
is  considered  lowest  at  responding  to  concerns  over  subsistence  and  brown  bear 
viability;  moderately  effective  at  maintaining  community  stability  in  Hoonah  and 
current  employment  levels  for  logging  contractors  and  the  mills;  moderate  in 
effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines. 

Summary  of  impacts:  7,044  acres  tree/understory  species  composition 
altered;  84  acres  of  beach  fringe  impacted  (93%  remaining);  433  acres  or  88%  of 
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deer  winter  range  remaining;  192  or  90%  of  streamside/riparian  acres  remaining; 
potentially  harvests  5.0%  of  Class  I or  3.1%  of  Class  II  habitat  to  one  side  of  creek, 
and  2.5%  of  Class  I and  1.9%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  2.4  miles  of  road 
would  require  AHMU  protection  measures;  shift  from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized 
to  roaded  natural  or  roaded  modified  in  VCUs  where  harvest  activities  are  taking 
place;  visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met  in  6 of  9 VCU’s;  implementation 
could  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species. 

Alternative  5 - 

Proposes  to  harvest  1 17.3  MMBF,  construct  55  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  Long  Island  and/or  False  Bay  LTFs  along  with  the  Kennel  Creek  LTF. 
Alternatives  3 to  6 add  volume  to  Alternative  #1  1990  volume,  which  can  be 
harvested  by  1990  if  APC  increases  its  present  logging  capacity.  If  not,  volume 
would  carry  over  to  support  jobs  in  1991.  461  jobs  will  be  provided  in  1990  or  286 
jobs  in  1991. 

Alternative  5 meets  the  minimum  volume  projected  in  the  Phase  I DEIS.  It 
is  moderate  in  effectiveness  in  responding  to  subsistence  and  brown  bear  viability 
concerns;  moderate  effectiveness  at  maintaining  community  stability  in  Hoonah 
and  current  employment  levels  for  logging  contractors  and  the  mills;  moderate  in 
effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines. 

Summary  of  impacts:  6,936  acres  of  tree  and  understoiy  composition 
would  be  slightly  altered  on  6,936  acres;  84  acres  of  beach  fringe  impacted  (93% 
remaining);  433  acres  or  88%  of  deer  winter  range  remaining;  192  acres  or  90%  of 
streamside/riparian  remaining;  potential  harvest  of  4.4%  of  Class  I or  3.4  % of 
Class  II  habitat  and  2.9%  of  Class  I and  1.9%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  2.3 
mi.  of  road  would  require  AHMU  protection  measures;  visual  quality  objectives 
would  be  met  in  6 of  9 VCUs;  implementation  could  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife 
species. 

Alternative  6 - 

Proposes  to  harvest  99.3  MMBF,  construct  39  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  Long  Island,  Seal  Creek,  and  Kennel  Creek  LTFs,  and  possibly  one  at  False 
Bay.  With  the  least  volume,  Alternative  6 would  provide  about  306  jobs  in  1990  or 
carry  over  about  1 10  jobs  to  1991 . 

Alternative  6,  with  the  lowest  volume  of  the  action  alternatives,  would  be 
moderate  to  high  in  its  effectiveness  at  responding  to  concerns  about  subsistence 
and  brown  bear  viability;  moderate  in  effectiveness  at  maintaining  community 
stability  in  Hoonah  and  the  current  employment  levels  for  the  logging  contractors 
and  the  mills;  and  moderate  in  effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines. 

Summary  of  impacts:  6.936  acres  of  tree/understory  species  composition 
would  be  altered;  84  acres  of  beach  fringe  impacted  (89%  remaining);  greatest 
impact  on  DWR  - 816  acres  or  86%  of  deer  winter  range  remaining;  216  acres  or 
90%  of  streamside  riparian  acres  remaining;  potential  harvest  of  8.4%  of  Class  I or 
3.7%  of  Class  II  habitat  and  2.9%  of  Class  I and  2.3%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek 
sides;  1.8  mi.  of  road  would  require  AHMU  protection;  visual  quality  objectives 
would  be  met  in  4 of  6 VCUs;  implementation  could  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife 
species. 
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For  Analysis  Area  3,  the  subsistence  issue  is  described  by  the  Forest 
Service  in  this  manner: 

Chapter  4 evaluated  the  potential  site-specific  effects  on  subsistence  use 
that  could  result  from  implementing  any  of  the  proposed  timber  harvest 
and  associated  road  construction  alternatives  in  Analysis  Area  3.  The 
Forest  Service  analysis  indicates  the  implementation  of  Alternative  2 will 
have  minor  or  no  effects  on  the  availability  of  subsistence  resources.  The 
analysis  found  the  implementation  of  Alternative  1,  3,  4,  5 and  6 could 
potentially  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species  in  Analysis  Area  3.  The 
principal  subsistence  use  areas  that  could  be  affected  are  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Minor  Harvest  Areas  3523,  3524,  3625,  and 
3626.  The  potential  effect  is  primarily  due  to  increase  in  accessibility 
resulting  from  proposed  road  construction.  Much  of  the  potential  effects 
on  the  subsistence  wildlife  species  could  be  offset  by  the  road  access 
management  plan  presented  to  mitigate  the  effects  on  brown  bear.  Still, 
the  potential  effects  on  key  subsistence  wildlife  resources  in  Minor  Harvest 
Areas  3523,  3524,  3625,  and  3626.  The  potential  effect  is  primarily  due  to 
increase  in  accessibility  resulting  from  proposed  road  construction.  Much 
of  the  potential  effects  on  the  subsistence  wildlife  species  could  be  offset 
by  the  road  access  management  plan  presented  to  mitigate  the  effects  on 
brown  bear.  Still,  the  potential  effects  on  key  subsistence  wildlife 
resources  in  Minor  Harvest  Areas  3523,  3524,  3625,  and  3626  is  enough  to 
substantiate  a finding  that  the  actions  may  restrict  subsistence  use  in 
accordance  with  ANILCA  Section  810. 

In  Chapter  1,  the  Forest  Service  stated  they  will  hold  subsistence  hearings 
in  conformance  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA  approximately  30  days 
following  the  release  of  this  Draft  SEIS.  During  the  recent  Tongass 
Resource  Use  Cooperative  Survey,  Hoonah  and  Tenakee  Springs 
households  expressed  concerns  about  the  potential  effects  to  subsistence 
resources  resulting  from  forestry  management  and  fish  and  wildlife 
management  activities  on  National  Forest  lands.  The  hearings  will  give 
Hoonah,  Tenakee  Springs,  and  other  subsistence  communities  further 
opportunity  to  provide  additional  information  concerning  potential 
subsistence  use  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  timber  harvest 
alternatives  in  Analysis  Area  3.  The  comments  received  during  the 
hearings  will  be  considered  during  the  preparation  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Supplement. 

APC  DSEIS  - ANALYSIS  AREA  6 (CORNER  BAY) 

This  Supplement  presents  site  specific  environmental  impacts  of  proposed 
roads/harvest  unit  in  southeastern  Chichagof  Island,  designated  as  Analysis  Area 
6.  To  address  the  issues  and  comply  with  NEPA  regulations  while  meeting  the 
APC  Contract  requirements,  the  Forest  Service  developed  seven  alternatives  for 
the  Analysis  Area  6 Draft  SEIS.  Alternatives  2 through  7 propose  a range  of 
timber  harvest  related  activities. 

Forest  Service  staff  used  a trade-off  evaluation  process  to  weigh  the 
benefits  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  against  the  issues  to  recommend  the 
238-20  preferred  alternative.  Because  the  Forest  Service  uses  a trade-off  evaluation 
process  to  weigh  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  against  the 
issues  and  subsistence  is  one  of  the  issues,  it  would  be  necessary  to  attach 
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some  value  on  subsistence  uses  to  give  them  a fair  footing  in  the  process. 

238-20  This  language  is  used  by  the  USFS  in  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  for  each 
Corn,  of  the  areas  targeted  by  this  supplemental  EIS.  Sealaska  takes  exception  to 
the  language,  because  it  has  the  effect  of  a blanket  rationalization  which 
enables  the  USFS  to  make  a decision  without  really  having  to  explain  why. 

Tenakee  Springs  residents  hunt  deer,  bear,  and  seals,  catch  salmon  and 
other  finfish;  collect  shellfish;  and  trap  furbearers.  The  annual  harvest  of 
subsistence  resources  was  about  340  pounds  per  capita  in  1987,  dominated  by 
deer  (39%),  other  finfish  (24%),  shellfish  (17%),  and  salmon  (14%).  Subsistence 
provides  just  over  40  percent  of  the  household  food  supply.  Tenakee  Springs 
residents  hunt  deer  in  more  than  half  of  the  VCUs  within  the  analysis  area;  they 
also  trap  furbearers  and  hunt  waterfowl  in  just  less  than  half  of  the  VCUs;  salmon 
and  crab  are  sought  in  only  two  of  the  VCUs. 

Angoon  residents  harvest  deer,  salmon,  other  fish,  waterfowl,  and  shellfish 
among  other  resources.  The  annual  harvest  of  subsistence  resources  was  about 
250  pounds  per  capita  in  1987  dominated  by  deer  (30%),  salmon  (29%),  other 
finfish  (14%),  and  other  mammals  (14%).  Subsistence  provides  almost  45%  of  the 
household  food  supply.  Angoon  residents  hunt  deer  in  almost  all  of  the  VCU's, 
while  they  catch  crab  and  salmon  in  fewer  than  half  of  them.  Trapping  is  limited  to 
one  VCU  and  waterfowl  are  hunted  in  none. 

Sitka  residents  harvest  a wide  variety  of  resources  including  deer,  bear, 
goat,  seal,  waterfowl,  furbearers,  salmon,  marine  fish,  and  shellfish,  among 
others.  The  annual  harvest  of  subsistence  resources  was  about  140  pounds  per 
capita  in  1987,  dominated  by  salmon  (28%),  deer  (27%),  other  finfish  (25%),  and 
shellfish  (16%).  Subsistence  provides  about  15%  of  the  household  food  supply. 
Sitka  residents  hunt  deer  in  all  of  the  analysis  area  VCU  and  catch  salmon  in  three 
of  them. 

The  primary  long  term  impacts  on  wildlife  result  from  changes  in  habitat. 
Therefore,  the  reasonably  foreseeable  effects  to  the  end  of  the  APC  Long-Term 
Timber  Sale  (year  201 1)  were  estimated  by  calculating  the  acres  of  each  VCU  that 
would  be  harvested  up  to  that  date.  It  is  estimated  that  79  percent  of  the  forest 
habitat  would  remain  unaffected  by  timber  harvest  activities.  The  reduction  in 
habitat  capability  due  to  the  continued  timber  harvest  activity  on  National  Forest 
land  will  affect  the  availability  of  key  subsistence  wildlife  species.  Whether  this  will 
affect  the  ability  of  subsistence  users  from  Angoon,  Tenakee  Springs,  and  Sitka  to 
continue  harvesting  these  species  at  traditional  levels  will  depend  on  the  ability  of 
land  and  wildlife  management  agencies  to  work  cooperatively  to  maintain  the 
opportunity  for  subsistence  harvest.  Again,  considering  the  nature  of  recent 
dialogue  with  the  Forest  Service  concerning  subsistence,  Sealaska  fears 
that  current  activities  will  be  allowed  to  seriously  impact  subsistence 
opportunities  before  the  Forest  Service  even  begins  to  consider  an 
alternative  management  regime. 

Alternative  1 - No  Action /Current  Direction 

Permits  the  activities  currently  authorized  by  the  Court  to  continue  in 
nondeferred  VCUs.  A no  further  harvest  option,  which  would  stop  all  further 
road/timber  activities  at  the  time  of  the  Record  of  Decision  thru  12/31  /90,  has  the 
same  effect  as  the  no  action/current  direction.  The  USFS  has  therefore  evaluated 
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them  together.  There  would  be  a loss  of  167  jobs  and  $4  million  in  salaries  for 
volume  not  harvested. 

High  level  of  public  concern  because  it  does  not  facilitate  development  of 
additional  roads  into  new  areas;  lowest  in  effectiveness  for  implementing 
guidelines  for  LUD  III  and  LUD  IV  areas;  lowest  in  effectiveness  for  providing 
contract  volume  to  APC;  could  reduce  employment  by  the  contractor  Silver  Bay 
Logging,  reduce  the  supply  to  the  Wrangell  mill,  and  reduce  the  supply  of  pulp  to 
the  APC  Sitka  plant.  The  USFS  would  have  to  identify  volume  in  other  parts  of  the 
APC  contract  area  and  may  have  problems  meeting  its  contractual  obligations. 
There  are  no  additional  impacts  from  those  detailed  in  previous  analyses.  " 

Alternative  2 

Proposes  to  harvest  46.3  MMBF,  construct  26.7  miles  of  road  and  use  the 
Corner  Bay  LTF/logging  camp,  which  is  being  expanded.  The  False  Island 
logging  camp  would  be  reactivated  and  expanded  and  either  the  False  Island  or 
Sitkoh  Bay  LTF  would  be  renovated.  The  Kadashan  Road  would  not  be 
connected  to  the  road  system.  This  option  would  maintain  393  jobs  and  over  $9 
million  in  salaries.  Volume  does  not  meet  minimum  projections  from  Phase  I. 
Volume  would  have  to  be  made  up  in  another  harvest  area. 

Has  the  lowest  risk  of  alternatives  except  No.  1 , however,  the  economic 
benefits  are  the  lowest,  and  the  volume  harvested  per  mile  of  road  is  low;  low  to 
moderate  in  effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  III  and  IV 
VCUs;  moderately  sensitive  in  public  concern. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  2,158  acres;  impact  to  155  acres  or  1%  of  deer  winter  range;  potentially 
harvest  1.6%  of  Class  I or  1%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek  and 
2.7%  of  Class  I or  6.2%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  .4  miles  of  road  would 
require  AHMU  protection;  7 Class  I stream  crossings  would  require  benefit/cost 
analysis;  additional  logging  in  VCUs  236  and  239  would  represent  a 1,227  acres 
change  in  recreation  opportunities  from  semi-primitive  non-motorized  to  road 
modified  or  roaded  natural;  visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met  in  2 of  4 VCUs; 
minor  or  no  effects  on  availability  of  subsistence  resources. 

Alternative  3 

Proposes  to  harvest  63  MMBF,  construct  31  miles  of  new  road,  use  the 
Corner  Bay  logging  camp  and  LTF,  reactivate  and  expand  the  False  Island 
logging  camp,  and  renovate  the  False  Island  LTF  or  the  Sitkoh  Bay  LTF.  It  would 
not  complete  the  Kadashan  Road.  Would  maintain  535  jobs  and  over  $12  million 
in  salaries.  Alternative  3 would  also  meet  the  minimum  range  of  harvest  projected 
in  Phase  I;  has  less  potential  for  public  concern  than  #2;  is  considered  moderate 
in  effectiveness  to  implement  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  IV  VCUs  and  low  to 
moderate  for  LUD  III  VCUs. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  2,797  acres;  155  acres  or  1%  of  deer  winter  range  would  be  impacted; 
317  acres  or  4%  of  streamside/riparian  acres;  potentially  harvests  2.1%  of  Class  I 
or  2.5%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek  and  2.5%  of  Class  I and 
2.5%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  1.6  miles  of  road  would  require  AHMU 
protection  measures;  shift  from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized  to  roaded  natural  or 
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roaded  modified;  visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met  in  3 of  5 VCUs; 
implementation  could  potentially  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a 
portion  of  AA6. 

Alternative  4 - (Tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred  alternative  pending 
public  comment.) 

Proposes  to  harvest  63  MMBF,  construct  37  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  Corner  Bay  camp/LTF.  The  Kadashan  Road  would  be  completed  to  connect 
Corner  Bay  with  the  False  Island  road  system.  Would  maintain  535  jobs  and  over 
$12  million  in  salaries.  Meets  the  minimum  range  of  harvest  projected  in  Phase  I; 
has  a high  potential  for  public  concern  associated  with  proposed  connection  of 
the  Kadashan  Road;  moderate  in  effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines 
for  LUD  IV  VCUs  and  low  to  moderate  for  LUD  III  VCUs. 

Summary  of  Impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  for  2,988  acres;  375  acres  or  5%  of  streamside/riparian  acres;  potentially 
harvests  2.6%  of  Class  I or  1.6%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AH  MU  to  one  side  of  creek 
and  3.5%  of  Class  I and  .3%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  1.4  miles  of  road 
would  require  AHMU  protection  measures;  15  Class  I stream  crossings  would 
require  benefit/cost  analysis;  shift  from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized  to  roaded 
natural  or  roaded  modified;  implementation  could  potentially  affect  key 
subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a portion  of  AA6. 

Alternative  5 

Proposes  to  harvest  115  MMBF,  construct  38  miles  of  new  road,  use  the 
Corner  Bay  camp/LTF,  reactivate/expand  the  False  Island  logging  camp,  and 
renovate  the  False  Island  or  the  Sitkoh  Bay  LTF;  would  not  complete  the 
Kadashan  Road;  maintain  975  jobs  and  $23  million  in  salaries;  exceeds  the  upper 
levels  of  harvest  range  projected  in  Phase  I;  has  the  greatest  potential  for  public 
concern  associated  with  harvest  in  Kadashan  VCU  235,  but  does  not  schedule 
harvest  in  VCU  237  (Trap  Bay);  has  been  proposed  for  deferral  or  wilderness 
status;  proposes  timber/road  activities  in  2 VCUs  (selected  by  Angoon)  highly 
visible  from  the  Chatham  Marine  Highway  route;  high  in  effectiveness  for 
implementing  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  IV  VCUs  and  moderate  to  high  for  LUD  III 
VCUs. 


Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  4,761  acres;  greatest  impact  on  deer  winter  range  - 358  acres  or  2% 
impacted;  461  acres  or  6%  of  streamside/riparian  acres;  potentially  harvests  2.2% 
of  Class  I or  2.2%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek  and  1.7%  of 
Class  I and  1.9%  of  Class  II  to  both  sides  of  creek;  .8  miles  of  road  would  require 
AHMU  protection  measures;  15  Class  I stream  crossing  would  require 
benefit/cost  analysis;  shift  from  semi-primitive  nonmotorized  to  roaded  natural  or 
roaded  modified;  visual  quality  objectives  will  be  met  in  3 of  9 VCUs; 
implementation  could  potentially  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a 
portion  of  AA6. 

Alternative  6 

Proposes  to  harvest  75  MMBF;  construct  45  miles  of  new  road;  use  the 
Corner  Bay  camp/LTF;  complete  the  Kadashan  Road;  maintain  637  jobs  and  $15 
million  in  salaries;  exceeds  the  upper  range  of  harvest  level  project  in  Phase  I;  has 
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the  greatest  potential  for  public  concern  associated  with  harvest  in  Kadashan 
VCU  235  but  does  not  schedule  harvest  in  VCU  237  (Trap  Bay);  high  in  effective 
for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  IV  VCUs  and  moderate  to  high  for  LUD 
III  VCUs. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  3,230  acres;  375  acres  or  5%  of  streamside/riparian  acres;  potentially 
harvest  2.7%  of  Class  I or  2.3%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek 
and  4.1%  of  Class  I and  0%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  visual  quality 
objectives  would  be  met  in  2 of  4 VCUs;  implementation  could  potentially  affect 
key  subsistence  wildlife  species. 

Alternative  7 

Proposes  to  harvest  73  MMBF  and  construct  38  miles  of  new  road;  use  the 
Corner  Bay  camp/LTF;  reactivate  and  expand  the  False  Island  logging  camp; 
renovate  the  Sitkoh  Bay  and  Todd  LTFs;  would  not  complete  the  Kadashan  Road; 
would  maintain  620  jobs  and  $14  million  in  salaries;  would  harvest  more  than  the 
upper  range  volume  projected  in  Phase  I;  has  high  potential  for  public  concern 
associated  with  harvest  in  Kadashan;  harvest  of  the  Todd  blowdown  units  has 
some  risk  resulting  from  lack  of  favor  with  APC  and  ADF&G;  moderate  in 
effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP  guidelines  for  LUD  IV  VCUs  and  low  to 
moderate  for  LUD  III  VCUs. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  3,100;  302  acres  or  1%  of  deer  winter  range  impacted;  potentially 
harvests  .5%  of  Class  or  .4%  of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek  and 
.1%  of  Class  I and  .2%  of  Class  II  to  both  creek  sides;  shift  from  semi-primitive 
nonmotorized  to  roaded  natural  or  roaded  modified;  visual  quality  objectives 
would  be  met  in  4 of  9 VCUs;  minor  or  no  effects  on  availability  of  subsistence 
resources. 

For  Analysis  Area  6,  the  subsistence  issue  is  described  by  the  Forest 
Service  in  this  manner: 

Chapter  4 evaluates  the  potential  for  site-specific  effects  on  subsistence 
use  that  could  result  from  implementing  any  of  the  proposed  timber 
harvest  and  associated  road  construction  alternatives  in  Analysis  Area  6. 
The  Forest  Service  analysis  indicates  the  implementation  of  Alternatives  1 , 
2,  and  7 would  have  minor  or  no  effect  on  the  availability  of  subsistence 
resources.  The  analysis  found  the  implementation  of  Alternatives  3,  4,  5, 
an  6 could  potentially  affect  key  subsistence  wildlife  species  in  a portion  of 
Analysis  Area  6.  The  principal  subsistence  use  area  that  could  be  affected 
is  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Minor  Harvest  Area  3527.  The 
potential  effect  on  key  subsistence  wildlife  resources  in  Minor  Harvest  Area 
3527  is  enough  to  substantiate  a finding  that  these  alternatives  may 
possibly  restrict  subsistence  uses  in  accordance  with  ANILCA  Section  810. 

In  Chapter  1,  the  Forest  Service  stated  they  will  hold  subsistence  hearings 
in  conformance  with  Section  810  of  ANILCA  approximately  30  days 
following  the  release  of  this  Draft  SEIS.  During  the  recent  Tongass 
Resource  Use  Cooperative  Survey,  Tenakee  Springs  households 
expressed  concerns  about  the  potential  effect  on  subsistence  resources 
resulting  from  forestry  management  and  fish  and  wildlife  management 
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activities  on  National  Forest  lands.  Angoon  households  interviewed  were 
not  as  concerned  about  forestry  management  activities  but  were  definitely 
concerned  about  the  effects  of  hunting  and  fishing  regulations.  Sitka 
households  were  more  concerned  about  the  effects  of  hunting  and  fishing 
regulations  than  the  effects  forestry  management  activities  would  have  on 
habitat.  The  hearings  will  give  Angoon,  Tenakee  Springs,  Sitka,  and  other 
subsistence  communities  further  opportunity  to  provide  additional 
information  concerning  potential  subsistence  use  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  timber  harvest  alternatives  in  Analysis  Area  6.  The 
comments  received  during  the  preparation  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Supplement. 

APC  DSEIS  - ANALYSIS  AREA  12  (KUIU  ISLAND) 

To  address  the  issues  and  comply  with  NEPA  regulations  while  meeting 
the  APC  Contract  requirements,  the  Forest  Service  developed  five  alternatives  for 
the  Analysis  Area  12  Draft  SEIS.  Since  the  passage  of  ANILCA,  two  Section  810 
evaluations  have  been  made  for  most  of  Analysis  Area  12.  The  first  evaluation  was 
associated  with  the  1986-90  Operating  Period  FEIS  for  the  Alaska  Pulp 
Corporation  Long  Term  Sale.  The  second  evaluation  was  associated  with  the 
"TTF  and  Camp  Location  for  Timber  Harvest  Scheduled  for  East  Kuiu  Island" 
environmental  assessment  (Appendix  B-1).  Both  810s  concluded  that  the 
proposed  actions  would  have  no  or  only  minor  potential  impact  on  the 
subsistence  use  of  Kuiu  Island.  In  Hanlon  v.  Barton,  however,  the  Court 
concluded  that  the  Forest  Service  must  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  on 
subsistence  of  past,  proposed,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  activities  in 
conducting  it  subsistence  analysis  under  ANILCA  810. 

In  pursuing  traditional  subsistence,  Kake  residents  hunt  deer  and 
waterfowl,  fish,  trap  furbearers,  and  gather  shellfish.  The  annual  harvest  of 
subsistence  resources  was  about  160  pounds  per  capita  in  1987,  dominated  by 
deer  (24%),  salmon  (22%),  and  other  finfish  (21%).  Subsistence  provides  just 
over  20%  of  the  household  food  supply. 

In  Point  Baker,  subsistence  provides  over  50%  of  the  household  food 
supply,  placing  the  community  among  the  Southeast  Alaska  communities  that 
most  rely  on  natural  resources.  Residents  harvest  annually  about  350  pounds  per 
capita  of  subsistence  resources,  dominated  by  deer  (27%),  salmon  (26%),  and 
other  finfish  (19%). 

In  Port  Protection,  subsistence  provides  more  than  40%  of  the  household 
food  supply  for  Port  Protection  residents,  also  placing  the  community  among 
those  that  most  rely  on  natural  resources.  Residents  harvest  annually  about  300 
pounds  per  capita  of  subsistence  resources,  dominated  by  salmon  (36%)  and 
other  finfish  (29%)  and  supplemented  by  shellfish  (15%)  and  deer  (13%). 

238-21  While  the  Forest  Service  presents  some  discussion  of  areas  where 

subsistence  use  occurs,  and  where  subsistence  users  come  from,  most  of 
the  discussion  in  Chapter  3 and  4 revolves  around  levels  of  use.  In  this 
manner,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  to  discuss  subsistence  uses  in 
terms  of  a specific  piece  of  land  where  the  uses  historically  and  traditionally 
occurred.  This  concerns  Sealaska,  since  specific  hunting,  fishing,  and 
gathering  areas  are  important  to  the  Tlingit  and  Haida  people  in  a social, 
cultural  and  religious  sense. 
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The  Forest  Service  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  Chapter  4 
discusses  timber  from  private  lands.  "On  Kuiu  Island,  two  areas  of  possible  land 
selection  and  two  areas  of  potential  land  conveyance  could  affect  the  amount  of 
timber  available  to  APC.  Long  term  cumulative  effects  if  Sealaska  Corporation 
were  to  select  land  in  Analysis  Area  12  are  unlikely  to  result.  As  previously  stated, 
4,500  acres  of  land  in  VCU’s  398  and  399  have  been  identified  for  selection  by 
Sealaska.  The  probability  of  this  land  being  conveyed  to  Sealaska  is  low.  On  the 
4,500  acres  that  could  be  conveyed,  the  timber  available  for  harvest  is  of  low 
volume  with  difficult  access.  Given  these  factors,  harvest  intensity  should  not 
result  in  areas  of  large  cutting  units,  similar  to  native  logging  sites." 

238-22  The  Forest  Service  is  required  to  determine  the  long-term  and  cumulative 

effects  of  alternatives  on  subsistence  use.  Under  TLMP  prescriptions  for  the 
same  area,  97,912  acres  are  scheduled  for  timber  harvest  by  2080.  This  level  of 
harvest  will  affect  habitat  capability  of  some  species  inhabiting  the  area,  -including 
three  wildlife  species  of  interest:  deer,  pine  marten,  and  land  otter. 

At  this  point,  it  is  not  known  whether  the  foreseeable  activities  will  affect 
wildlife  populations  to  an  extent  that  restricts  subsistence  users’  ability  to  harvest 
those  species.  The  timber  harvest  schedule  prescribed  in  the  Tongass  Land 
Management  Plan,  however,  poses  enough  potential  for  affecting  subsistence 
users  to  substantiate  a finding  in  accordance  with  ANILCA  Section  810,  that 
foreseeable  activities  may  restrict  subsistence  use.  Presently  the  Forest  Service 
is  revising  TLMP  through  the  NEPA  process.  During  revision,  the  potential  affects 
to  subsistence  users  from  the  programmatic  prescriptive  resource  use  scheduling 
will  be  addressed.  Further,  project  environmental  analyses  will  be  required  prior 
to  harvesting  additional  timber  beyond  that  proposed  in  this  project.  In  those 
analyses,  subsistence  use  effects  will  be  evaluated.  This  information  will  facilitate 
a more  precise  determination  of  the  effects  on  subsistence  users.  In  the  future 
environmental  analysis  processes,  the  Forest  Service  will  continue  to  analyze 
potential  effects  to  traditional  subsistence  uses  and  needs." 

This  statement  only  heightens  Sealaska  concerns.  Please  allow  us  to 
elaborate.  The  TLMP  Forest  Plan  Revision  Team  has  advised  Sealaska  that 
the  Forest  Service  is  proceeding  with  TLMP  Revision  without  the  TRUC  data 
in  order  to  accommodate  and  meet  some  administrative  requirements, 
court  orders,  and  legislative  deliberation  timelines.  They  have  assured  us 
that  the  TRUC  data  will  be  incorporated  in  at  some  later  point  but  have  not 
elaborated  on  how  it  will  be  handled.  They  have  also  assured  us  that  there 
is  no  cause  for  concern  because  the  810  process  will  not  allow  subsistence 
to  slip  through  the  cracks.  Yet,  here  in  this  supplemental  EIS  document,  the 
Forest  Service  is  conducting  a subsistence  evaluation,  but  is  now  telling  us 
that  the  data  and  the  process  may  be  incomplete,  but  don’t  worry  because 

238-23  the  TLMP  revision/prescription  process  will  handle  Sealaska  concerns.  We 
have  already  determined  that  the  USFS  planning  process  is  inadequate  as 
far  as  planning  and  managing  the  forest  resources  for  subsistence  as  a 
priority  use  - and  we  are  seriously  concerned.  We  do  not  see  any  reference 
to  the  TRUC  data  or  the  technical  information  available  from  the  State 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Alternative  1 - No  Action  /Current  Direct/No  Further  Harvest  Option 

Permits  the  activities  currently  authorized  by  the  Court  to  continue  in 
nondeferred  VCUs;  would  have  no  additional  environmental  impacts  than  already 
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detailed  in  other  evaluation/analyses  documents  which  the  Forest  Service  has 
tiered  to  this  supplemental  EIS;  would  result  in  a loss  of  417  jobs  and  $9.6  million 
in  salaries  for  the  49MMBF  not  harvested;  would  result  in  closure  of  Rowan  Bay 
for  a period  of  time  and  relocation  of  134  residents;  would  reduce  the  supply  of 
wood  to  the  Wrangell  mill,  resulting  in  a loss  of  80  jobs;  would  reduce  the  supply 
of  pulp  to  the  APC  mill  in  Sitka;  and  would  require  the  USFS  to  provide  sufficient 
volume  in  other  parts  of  the  APC  contract  area  and  may  cause  breach  of  contract. 

Alternative  2 - West  Security  Bav 

Proposes  to  harvest  74.6  MMBF,  construct  27.2  miles  of  system  roads, 
and  use  the  existing  LTFs  and  camp  at  Rowan  Bay;  proposes  to  harvest  the  least 
amount  of  timber  along  the  stream;  would  maintain  637  jobs  and  about  $148 
million  in  salaries;  volume  harvested  is  in  the  low  range  of  that  project  in  Phase  I of 
the  SEIS;  considered  low  to  moderate  in  effectiveness  for  implementing  TLMP 
guidelines  for  LUD  IV  VCU’s;  may  cause  controversy  because  it  proposes  to 
harvest  within  the  viewshed  of  a state  marine  park. 

Summary  of  impact:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

slightly  altered  on  2,595  acres;  greatest  impact  on  deer  winter  range  with  573 
acres  or  .7%  of  existing  DWR  impacted;  8 acres  or  .5%  of  streamside/riparian 
acres  impacted;  potentially  harvests  .3%  of  Class  I or  1.5%  of  Class  II  habitat  in 
AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek;  one  Class  I stream  crossing  would  require 
cost/benefit  analysis;  logging  west  of  Security  Bay  would  represent  the  largest 
change  in  recreation  opportunities  within  a dispersed  use  site;  visual  quality 
objectives  would  be  met  in  3 of  5 VCUs  entered;  estimate  six  harvest  units  or  247 
acres  and  10  miles  of  road  will  require  examination  prior  to  development; 
subsistence  - used  only  by  Rowan  Bay  for  food  gathering. 

Alternative  3 - No  Name  Bav 

Proposes  to  harvest  107  MMBF,  construct  37.3  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  existing  LTF/camp  at  Rowan  Bay;  proposes  to  harvest  the  most  amount  of 
timber  along  the  stream;  would  maintain  915  jobs  and  $21  million  in  salaries; 
proposes  to  construct  the  No  Name  Bay  LTF  and  connect  the  road  system 
between  Rowan  Bay  and  No  Name  Bay;  is  rated  highest  in  meeting  APC 
contractual  volume  needs  projected  in  Phase  I of  the  SEIS;  proposes  activities  in 
No  Name  Bay,  Alvin  Bay,  and  Seclusion  Harbor,  which  were  identified  as 
moratorium  areas  in  proposed  House  Bill  1516;  public  concern  exists  over 
construction  of  a LTF  in  No  Name  Bay. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

slightly  altered  on  3,120  acres;  second  highest  impact  on  DWR  - 408  acres  or  .5% 
of  DWR  impacts;  204  acres  or  1.3%  of  inland  wetlands  impacted;  8 acres  or  0.5% 
of  streamside/riparian  acres  impacted;  potentially  harvests  0.6%  of  Class  I or  .5% 
of  Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek;  1 mile  of  road  would  require 
AHMU  protection  measures;  low-angle  slide  LTF  at  No  Name  Bay  with  low 
potential  for  impacting  marine  fisheries  outside  the  sill;  little  impact  on  salmon  or 
herring  or  crab;  3.3  acres  of  19,800  acres  of  habitat  will  be  impacted  by  the  LTF; 
East  Kuiu  would  shift  from  primitive  opportunities  to  roaded  setting;  LTF  would 
directly  affect  boat  anchorage  at  No  Name  Bay;  harvest  proposed  along  Kadake 
Creek  would  affect  recreation  users;  visual  quality  objectives  would  be  met  in  5 of 
8 VCUs  entered  - No  Name  Bay  area  would  be  visibly  altered  as  would  areas 
seen  inland  from  Kadake  Creek;  estimate  3 harvest  units  or  130  acres  and  3 miles 
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of  specified  road  will  require  examination  of  cultural  resources  prior  to 
development;  subsistence  - LTF  may  increase  competition  for  resources  during 
the  temporary  use  of  the  logging  camp  (3  to  5 years). 

Alternative  4 - North  Kuiu 

Proposes  to  harvest  80  MMBF,  construct  23.4  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  existing  LTFs/camp  at  Rowan  Bay;  should  maintain  637  jobs  and  about  $15.8 
million  in  salaries;  is  moderate  in  effectiveness  in  terms  of  implementing  guidelines 
in  a LUD  IV  area  and  providing  the  middle  range  volume  for  APC  contractual 
needs.  Alternative  4 proposes  no  harvest  in  areas  of  known  controversy  and 
construction  of  road  into  previously  unroaded  areas  is  minimized. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  2,656  acres;  least  impact  on  deer  winter  range  - 307  or  .4%  of  existing 
DWR  impacted;  40  acres  or  .3%  of  inland  wetlands  impacted;  8 acres  or  .5%  of 
streamside/riparian  acres  impacted;  potentially  harvests  01%  of  Class  I or  0.6%  of 
Class  II  to  one  side  of  creek;  2 Class  I stream  crossings  would  require 
benefit/cost  analysis;  least  impact  on  recreation  except  for  Alternative  1 ; harvest 
proposed  along  Kadake  Creek  would  affect  recreation  users;  visual  quality 
objectives  would  be  met  in  4 of  5 VCUs;  this  alternative  causes  least  impact  to  the 
visual  character  of  North  Kuiu;  No  Name  Bay  would  be  visibly  altered  as  would 
areas  seen  inland  from  Kadake  Creek;  estimate  3 harvest  units  or  130  acres  and 
3 miles  of  specified  road  construction  will  require  examination  prior  to 
development;  subsistence-  used  only  by  Rowan  Bay  for  food  gathering. 

Alternative  5 - Threemile  Arm  (Tentatively  identified  as  the  preferred 
alternative  pending  public  comment.) 

Proposes  to  harvest  90  MMBF,  construct  29.6  miles  of  new  road,  and  use 
the  existing  LTF/camp  at  Rowan  Bay;  would  maintain  766  jobs  and  $17.7  million 
in  salaries;  provides  for  road  construction  and  harvest  units  along  a portion  of 
Threemile  Arm;  and  provides  volume  at  the  upper  end  of  the  range  projected  to 
meet  APC  contractual  obligations. 

Summary  of  impacts:  tree/understory  species  composition  would  be 

altered  on  2,965  acres;  least  impact  on  deer  winter  range  - 307  acres  or  0.4%  of 
DWR  impacted;  64  acres  or  .4%  of  inland  wetlands  impacted;  16  acres  or  .9%  of 
streamside/riparian  acres  impacted;  potentially  harvest  .3%  of  Class  I or  .5%  of 
Class  II  habitat  in  AHMU  to  one  side  of  creek;  .3  miles  of  road  would  require 
AH  MU  protection  measures;  2 Class  I stream  crossings  would  require 
benefit/cost  analysis;  least  impact  on  recreation  except  for  Alternative  1;  harvest 
proposed  along  Kadake  Creek  would  affect  recreation  users;  there  is  an 
extension  of  road  around  Threemile  Arm;  visual  quality  objectives  are  met  in  4 of  6 
VCUs  entered;  least  impact  to  the  visual  character  of  North  Kuiu;  impact  to  areas 
seen  inland  from  Kadake  Creek;  visual  character  of  northeast  Threemile  Arm 
would  be  visibly  altered  by  to  harvest  units;  estimate  4 harvest  units  or  150  acres 
and  4 miles  of  specified  road  will  require  examination  prior  to  development; 
subsistence  - used  only  by  Rowan  Bay  for  food  gathering. 

For  Analysis  Area  6,  the  subsistence  issue  is  described  by  the  Forest 
Service  in  this  manner: 
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The  subsistence  effect  analysis  in  Chapter  4 indicates  that  the  potential 
effects  on  subsistence  users  from  the  primary-use  communities  of  Kake, 
Point  Baker,  and  Port  Protection  would  be  minimal.  Residents  of  Point 
Baker  and  Port  Protection  perceive  a potential  increase  in  competition  for 
subsistence  resources  if  the  log  transfer  facility  and  logging  camp 
proposed  in  Alternative  3 are  built.  The  Forest  Service  recognizes  this,  but 
concludes  in  Chapter  4 that  minor  impacts  are  likely  only  for  the  life  of  the 
temporary  camp  in  No  Name  Bay. 

The  primary-use  communities  will  have  the  opportunity  to  provide 
additional  information  concerning  potential  subsistence  use  impacts.  As 
pointed  out  in  Chapter  1,  subsistence  hearings  are  scheduled  as  part  of 
the  Supplement  process.  Comments  received  during  the  hearings  will  be 
considered  during  the  preparation  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Supplement. 
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Appendix  C-3 

Forest  Service  Thematic 
Responses 


THEME  RESPONSE  1: 
PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


Many  expressed  concern  about  public  involvement  in  the  SEIS  process.  Among  the  perceived 
problems  were  an  apparent  lack  of  public  scoping,  the  timing  and  approach  of  the  Subsistence 
Hearings,  the  availability  of  information,  and  the  comment  period  for  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Subsistence  Hearings. 

The  State  of  Alaska  expressed  concern  that  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G)  was 
not  more  directly  involved  with  old-growth  habitat  issues.  Concern  was  also  raised  about  the 
opportunity  for  public  participation  in  the  Subsistence  Hearings  and  the  availability  of  the  DSEIS 
for  public  comment.  Comments  were  also  made  on  the  type  of  hearing  used  by  the  Forest 
Service.  This  concern  is  also  addressed  in  the  Theme  Response  6:  Planning  Process. 

Response: 

Under  CEQ  Regulations,  scoping  is  not  required  when  supplementing  an  existing  EIS  (40  CFR 
1502.9  (c)(4)).  The  issues  remain  the  same  as  in  the  prior  EIS  and  planning  process.  The 
Supplement  responds  to  those  issues.  In  this  particular  case,  the  Forest  Service  also  responded  to 
the  concerns  raised  by  the  Court  in  the  Tenakee  v.  Courtright  and  Hanlon  v.  Barton  cases,  and 
administrative  appeals  of  the  1986-1990  Operating  Plan  and  EIS. 

Public  comment  was  possible  from  the  time  that  the  Notice  of  Intent  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  October  15,  1987.  The  Supplement  was  done  in  two  Phases.  Phase  I,  a programmatic 
overview  of  the  entire  APC  Contract  Area,  was  released  on  September  9,  1988.  The  public  had 
an  opportunity  to  review  the  document  and  to  suggest  additional  issues  to  be  considered  during 
the  45-day  review  period.  Eighteen  people  and  organizations  responded  to  the  Phase  I DEIS. 

Phase  II,  a site-specific  analysis  of  the  four  areas  identified  in  the  Phase  I process,  included 
Subsistence  Hearings  in  11  communities  throughout  Southeast  Alaska.  Each  Hearing  was 
preceded  by  an  Open  House,  providing  the  public  an  opportunity  to  review  all  of  the  planning 
documents  and  view  portions  of  the  Planning  Record  that  support  the  displays  in  the  DSEIS.  The 
Hearings  provided  further  opportunity  for  people  to  raise  issues  of  concern  to  them.  SEIS 
Interdisciplinary  Team  members  were  present  to  respond  to  questions. 

In  accordance  with  options  provided  in  NEPA,  the  Forest  Service  will  respond  to  a selected 
sample  of  letters  with  thematic  responses,  and  will  address  others  more  specifically.  In  addition 
to  the  comments  received  on  the  Phase  II  documents,  the  Forest  Service  received  over  200  pages 
of  testimony  at  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  Again,  because  of  volume,  the  Forest  Service  will 
respond  to  the  testimony  by  identifying  themes  that  represent  the  generic  comments  received 
and  then  respond  to  site-specific  concerns  raised  during  the  Hearing  process. 
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The  State  of  Alaska  expressed  concern  that  ADF&G  should  be  more  directly  involved  with  the 
planning  and  implementation  process,  particularly  in  the  identification  of  old-growth  habitat  to 
be  retained  for  biodiversity  and  to  meet  certain  habitat  needs  for  species  considered  to  be 
old-growth  dependent. 

In  the  1986-90  EIS,  the  ROD  established  a prescription  for  specific  units  of  land  that  would  be 
managed  to  maintain  old-growth  characteristics  through  the  balance  of  the  Operating  Plan  period, 
or  until  further  evaluated  in  a NEPA  process.  The  recently  completed  KPC  EIS  and  ROD 
provided  virtually  the  same  prescription  as  the  1986-1990  APC  Operating  Plan.  The  difference 
in  this  process  was  that  State  biologists  helped  identify  in  the  KPC  EIS  the  units  of  land  to  which 
this  prescription  would  apply. 

The  1986-90  Administrative  Record  contains  a letter  dated  August  10,  1982  to  the  Forest  Service 
from  Ronald  J.  Somerville,  Director  of  the  ADF&G  Game  Division.  The  letter  states: 

Your  draft  of  a definition  for  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  winter  range  has  been 
thoroughly  reviewed  by  my  Game  staffs  in  Southeastern  and  Southcentral.  In 
general,  the  Forest  Service  has  made  an  honest  and  generally  well  thought  out 
effort  to  define  deer  winter  range.  I was  pleased  with  your  acknowledgement  of 
the  problem  and  fair  appraisal  of  the  issue,  and  hope  that  the  Department  and 
U.S.  Forest  Service  can  eventually  work  together  in  some  sort  of  task  force  or 
study  group  to  implement  procedures  to  maintain  deer  winter  ranges  in 
perpetuity. 

The  letter  expressed  some  concern  at  the  assumptions  on  which  the  Forest  Service  based  its 
definition.  In  conclusion,  the  author  suggested  that  the  Forest  Service  further  refine  its 
definition  of  deer  winter  range  to  include  critical  or  most  important  winter  habitat. 

This  concept  is  basic  to  the  Department’s  Forest  Habitat  Integrity  Plan,  in  which 
we  have  selected  entire  drainages  for  complete  protection  from  logging 
recognizing  the  importance  of  essentially  all  forested  habitat  as  deer  winter  range. 

During  preparation  of  the  Supplement,  ADF&G  biologists  were  contacted  and  meetings  were 
held  to  review  additional  units  being  considered  in  the  planning  process.  Unfortunately,  the 
meetings  failed  to  accomplish  the  desired  objective  of  obtaining  cause-and-effect  information 
to  be  used  in  the  analysis  of  potential  effects.  State  biologists  wishing  to  exercise  veto  power  for 
any  units  being  considered  in  the  Supplement,  as  well  as  units  shown  in  non-deferred  VCUs  from 
previous  EISs,  made  it  impossible  to  meet  their  expectations  of  involvement.  Eliminating  units 
from  further  consideration  before  evaluating  cause-and-effect  relationships  at  that  stage  would 
have  prevented  the  decision  maker  from  viewing  a full  range  of  alternative  harvest  units.  Such 
a practice  is  not  consistent  with  NEPA  direction. 


THEME  RESPONSES 


Page  3 


The  Forest  Service  began  the  notification  process  on  the  Phase  II  Drafts  by  mailing  a 
questionnaire  to  846  people  and  organizations  on  the  mailing  list  on  April  10,  1989.  Those 
responding  were  asked  to  state  a preference  for  an  Executive  Summary  of  the  DSEIS  or  the  entire 
4-volume  set.  People  could  also  choose  not  to  respond  and  thus  not  receive  any  of  the 
documents. 

Of  the  311  responses,  145  chose  to  receive  only  the  Executive  Summary,  and  166  chose  to  receive 
the  4-volume  set.  The  DSEIS  and  Executive  Summary  were  mailed  to  the  revised  mailing  list  on 
June  9,  1989.  The  DSEIS  had  an  initial  close-of-comment  date  of  July  24,  1989,  which  met  the 
CEQ  requirements  of  45  days.  Due  to  an  administrative  error,  this  comment  period  was 
subsequently  extended  to  August  15,  1989.  Notice  of  the  revised  response  date  was  also  sent  to 
the  entire  revised  mailing  list  (letter  by  Regional  Forester  Barton,  dated  June  30,  1989).  Thus, 
the  extension  of  the  comment  period  actually  provided  67  days  for  public  review  and  response 
to  the  DEIS. 

Both  the  Notice  mailed  with  the  DSEIS  and  the  subsequent  revision  announced  the  date,  time, 
and  place  of  each  Subsistence  Hearing  in  the  1 1 communities  to  be  visited.  Formal  notification 
was  printed  in  all  of  the  newspapers  in  Southeast  Alaska,  announcements  were  made  on  local 
radio  stations,  and  copies  of  the  notice  were  placed  on  local  bulletin  boards.  We  also  announced 
the  Open  Houses  held  before  each  of  the  Hearings.  The  Open  Houses  provided  opportunities  for 
people  to  visit  with  and  ask  questions  of  the  Interdisciplinary  Team  members  who  had  prepared 
the  documents  being  displayed.  Thus,  60  days  were  provided  for  reviewing  the  documents  and 
clarifying  any  information  prior  to  the  Subsistence  Hearings  or  written  testimony. 

With  regard  to  the  timing  of  the  DSEIS  and  subsequent  Hearings,  some  people  felt  that  the 
summer  months  were  inappropriate  because  of  commercial  fishing  and  subsistence  gathering 
activities.  They  felt  that  the  timing  of  the  DSEIS  and  Hearings  discouraged  active  participation, 
thereby  making  the  information  received  incomplete. 

We  agree  that  the  summer  months  are  a busy  time  in  Southeast  Alaska.  But  it  is  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  find  a time  convenient  for  everyone.  CEQ  Regulations  and  ANILCA  Section  810 
require  that  the  Forest  Service  provide  adequate  notification  and  provide  a minimum  response 
time.  The  Supplement  process  met  these  standards. 

Family  members,  friends,  or  neighbors  could  have  provided  testimony  for  those  not  able  to 
attend  the  Hearings.  The  option  of  submitting  written  testimony  provided  additional  opportunity 
to  comment  for  those  who  were  not  able  to  testify  in  person.  The  Forest  Service  received  239 
written  responses,  and  over  200  pages  of  testimony  were  taken  concerning  the  DEISs.  We  believe 
that  a meaningful  response  was  received  from  the  public. 
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THEME  RESPONSE  2: 

H.R.  987 

Many  of  the  people  responding  expressed  concern  that  the  Forest  Service  is  considering 
alternatives  that  propose  harvesting  timber  and  building  roads  in  the  Trap  Bay  and  Point 
Adolphus/Mud  Bay  areas  and  road  construction  in  the  Kadashan  area.  All  of  these  areas  are 
identified  in  pending  legislation  under  H.R.  987  and  S.B.  346  for  Wilderness  classification. 

Comments  focused  on  the  fact  that  the  Forest  Service  did  not  recognize  the  pending  legislation 
and  did  not  provide  an  alternative  that  considered  this  legislation.  Respondents  preferred  leaving 
these  areas  alone  until  the  Senate,  in  the  101st  Congress,  has  the  opportunity  to  consider  these 
areas  for  Wilderness. 


Response: 

The  Preferred  Alternatives  in  the  DSEIS  are  focused  on  meeting  the  original  purpose  and  need 
outlined  in  Chapter  1.  The  interdisciplinary  process  that  led  to  the  selection  of  two  preferred 
alternatives  necessitated  extensive  discussion,  the  balancing  of  many  factors,  and  some  complex 
decision  making.  In  continuing  this  process,  the  FSEIS  and  ROD  will  address  public  comments 
to  the  DSEIS.  The  FSEIS  also  provides  an  opportunity  to  do  further  analysis  on  more  current 
issues  raised  since  the  release  of  the  DSEIS. 

H.R.  987  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  July  13,  1989.  Because  its  passage  occurred 
well  into  the  DSEIS  formulation,  the  legislation  was  not  fully  addressed.  Language  in  the  DSEIS 
does,  however,  recognize  the  likelihood  of  additional  legislation  and  indicates  a response  at  the 
time  of  passage  in  Chapter  1,  page  12,  for  Analysis  Area  3. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  in  the  DSEIS  evaluated  the  effects  of  no  additional  proposed  actions 
within  the  areas  of  concern  described  above.  In  the  FEIS,  the  Forest  Service  does  further  discuss 
H.R.  987.  Maps  and  tables  of  data  identify  the  locations  and  the  effects  of  alternatives  in  these 
areas. 

The  EIS  evaluates  the  alternatives.  The  purpose  of  the  ROD  is  to  announce  the  decisions  of  the 
Responsible  Official  and  to  identify  precisely  what  interests,  issues,  and  impacts  were  balanced 
in  making  the  decision,  with  specific  references  to  the  DSEIS.  The  ROD  announces  the  position 
being  taken  by  the  Regional  Forester  concerning  H.R.  987. 
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THEME  RESPONSE  3: 

BROWN  BEAR 

Some  respondents  expressed  concern  about  the  brown  bear  population,  particularly  on  northern 
Chichagof  Island.  Some  believe  that  timber  harvest,  expanding  road  systems,  and  current  game 
management  regulations  may  threaten  the  viability  of  the  brown  bear. 

In  responding  to  the  DEIS,  the  State  of  Alaska  stated  that  current  and  proposed  logging  in 
Analysis  Area  3 threaten  the  short-  and  long-term  survival  of  the  brown  bear  population.  The 
State  further  anticipated  that  any  additional  reductions  could  result  in  closure  of  recreational 
hunting  and  eventually,  subsistence  hunting.  In  the  opinion  of  State  wildlife  biologists,  "Eventual 
local  extinction  on  N.E.  Chichagof  is  probable  with  continuation  of  current  forest  management 
direction." 

The  State  indicates  that  "most  experts  agree"  that  a population  of  less  than  300  brown  bears  in  a 
closed  environment  will  not  provide  for  long-term  population  viability.  Because  the  environment 
on  northeast  Chichagof  is  not  completely  isolated,  a population  of  at  least  150  may  be  viable  if 
brown  bears  are  not  depleted  in  neighboring  areas  of  the  island.  According  to  the  State,  the 
estimated  current  population  in  this  area  is  125  bears,  with  a current  habitat  capability  of 
supporting  138  bears. 


Response: 

The  DSEIS  for  Analysis  Area  3 recognized  the  emerging  concern  for  brown  bear  viability  on 
northern  Chichagof  (Chapter  3,  pages  39-41,  Chapter  4,  pages  28-30,  78).  According  to  the 
model  used  in  the  analysis  of  timber  harvest  and  road  construction  impacts  on  brown  bear 
harvest,  the  most  significant  factor  in  the  decline  of  brown  bears  is  encounters  with  people 
(Chapter  4,  page  101).  Bear/human  encounters  have  increased  in  northeast  Chichagof.  The 
expanding  road  system  and  linkage  to  the  State  Marine  Highway  system  provide  greater  access 
for  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  to  residents  from  other  communities  as  well  as  from  Hoonah. 

Sport  and  subsistence  hunting  regulations  provide  a legal  kill  rate  that  exceeds  the  population 
which  that  habitat  can  support  over  time  according  to  the  models  used.  (Chapter  4,  page  79  and 
State  of  Alaska  response  to  Phase  II  DEIS).  The  State  also  recognizes  the  killing  of  brown  bears 
in  defense  of  life  or  property. 

Another  factor  affecting  brown  bears  is  their  feeding  at  garbage  dumps.  According  to  testimony 
from  the  Subsistence  Hearings  in  Gustavus,  80  percent  of  the  sport  kills  take  place  within  1/4 
mile  of  existing  garbage  dumps  (Heidi  Robichand,  Secretary  of  Alaska  Reform).  Incineration 
of  off-site  transport  of  garbage  is  now  required  at  logging  camps,  and  although  regulations  are 
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set  and  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  the  Forect  Service  upholds 
these  requirements. 

In  recent  years,  there  has  been  a serious  decline  in  brown  bear  numbers  on  northeast  Chichagof 
Island.  The  Forest  Service  does  not  believe,  however,  that  roads  and  timber  harvest  are  directly 
responsible  for  the  decline.  Legal  kills,  defense-of-life  kills,  and  illegal  kills  are  the  most 
significant  factors  affecting  brown  bear  populations  on  northeast  Chichagof,  though  the  model 
used  in  the  Supplement  does  recognize  that  roads  on  National  Forest  land  and  on  private  lands 
provide  access  for  sport  and  subsistence  hunters. 

The  DSEIS  quantifies  the  potential  additive  effect  of  roads  within  the  alternatives  being 
considered  (Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  4,  page  78-79,  101).  The  potential  of  mitigating  some  of 
the  effects  is  also  discussed  under  the  road  management  plans  for  the  area  (Chapter  4,  page  101). 
The  model  used  indicates  that  seasonal  or  permanent  closure  of  the  lower-standard  secondary' 
roads  could  have  a beneficial  effect  by  reducing  potential  bear/human  encounters.  For  maximum 
effectiveness,  this  mitigation  measure  must  be  accompanied  by  a strong  State  regulatory  program 
to  reduce  both  legal  and  illegal  brown  bear  kills. 

The  Forest  Service  acknowledged  the  recent  reduction  in  sport  kill  authorized  by  the  State  of 
Alaska  in  response  to  this  issue  (Chapter  3,  pages  41-42).  The  State’s  opinion  that  the  existing 
brown  bear  population  is  lower  than  that  which  is  needed  to  maintain  a viable  hunting  population 
is  confusing,  in  light  of  the  State’s  continued  authorization  of  brown  bear  sport  killing  in 
Analysis  Area  3.  The  Forest  Service  awaits  clarification  of  this  issue  by  the  State.  The  State  says 
that  "most  experts  agree"  that  a closed  population  of  300  hundred  bears  are  necessary  to  maintain 
a population.  The  Forest  Service  cannot  respond  to  this  statement  due  to  a lack  of  specific 
citation.  The  data  in  Chapter  3 of  Analysis  Area  3 conclude  that  the  brown  bear  population  was 
270  prior  to  any  road  construction  or  timber  harvest. 

Comments  received  suggest  that  the  Forest  Service  should  have  included  the  brown  bear  model 
results  for  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6 as  well  as  for  Area  3.  The  Interdisciplinary  Team  did  not 
present  that  material  in  the  DSEIS  because  brown  bear  viability  seemed  to  be  an  issue  only  in 
Analysis  Area  3.  Because  of  public  response  to  this  issue  and  the  potential  significance  of  this 
issue  in  the  other  two  analysis  areas,  the  FSEIS  has  been  modified  to  provide  brown  bear  model 
data  for  Analysis  Areas  2 and  6. 
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THEME  RESPONSE  4: 

SITE  SPECIFICITY 

Some  respondents  felt  that  the  Phase  II  DSEIS  was  not  site  specific  enough.  Criticisms  included 
that  the  Standards,  Guidelines,  and  Mitigation  Measures  were  not  presented  for  each  harvest  unit; 
the  scale  of  the  maps  used  in  the  EIS  precluded  presentation  of  site-specific  information 
necessary  to  fully  evaluate  impacts  to  streamside  or  riparian  zones  or  other  areas  of  concern;  the 
document  did  not  present  basic  display  maps  of  soil  classifications,  deer  winter  range,  or  other 
inventory  data  needed  to  fully  support  the  evaluations  presented  in  the  DEIS;  subsistence-use 
information  was  not  site  specific  and  therefore  inadequate,  because  the  data  failed  to  describe 
what  the  impacts  of  logging  are  likely  to  be  or  where  they  will  take  place;  the  State  of  Alaska’s 
comments  indicate  the  proposed  harvest  units  were  not  displayed  in  sufficient  detail  to  allow 
them  to  reach  a finding  with  regard  to  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  (CZMA). 

Another  issue  related  to  coastal  zone  management  was  concern  about  the  Forest  Service  approach 
to  riparian  management.  Specifically,  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Unit  (AHMU)  approach 
for  protection  of  the  stream-zone  environment  is  being  compared  to  the  recently  released  policy 
from  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS).  Respondents  asked  why  the  Forest  Service 
did  not,  in  light  of  new  information,  adopt  the  NMFS  30-Meter  Policy  for  use  on  the  Tongass 
National  Forest.  Others  asked  the  differences  between  the  two  approaches  and  why  the  Forest 
Service  chose  the  AHMU  approach. 


Response: 

The  DSEIS  relies  in  part  upon  the  Unit  Cards  developed  during  the  planning  process  as  the  basis 
for  describing  the  proposed  action.  The  Unit  Cards  also  contain  the  proposed  Standards, 
Guidelines  and  Mitigation  Measures  for  each  of  the  harvest  units.  Included  with  each  Unit  Card 
is  an  evaluation  of  the  probable  effectiveness  of  the  Mitigation  Measures.  The  DSEIS  presented 
an  example  of  five  Unit  Cards  in  Appendix  C-l  in  Analysis  Area  3 and  Analysis  Area  6; 
Appendix  C-2  in  Analysis  Area  2 and  Analysis  Area  12.  The  balance  of  the  cards  were  available 
for  viewing  in  the  Planning  Record.  Based  upon  the  public  comments  on  this  item,  all  of  the 
Unit  Cards  are  now  published  in  Appendix  A-l  of  the  FSEIS. 

The  Unit  Cards  provide  a large-scale  presentation  of  inventory  information,  including  soil, 
watershed,  wildlife,  fisheries,  recreation,  and  subsistence  data.  The  text  and  tables  presented  in 
Chapter  4 of  the  DSEIS  display  the  data  and  analysis  on  which  comparisons  of  alternatives  can 
be  based. 
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The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  implication  by  some  that  maps  presented  in  an 
environmental  impact  statement  should  be  the  basis  for  analysis  of  impacts,  or  that  they  must 
contain  all  pertinent  information  supporting  the  analysis  process.  The  purpose  of  the  maps  used 
in  the  DSEIS  is  to  show  the  juxtaposition  of  the  proposed  actions  in  relation  to  certain  past  and 
present  features  of  the  areas  being  evaluated.  Unfortunately,  some  people  have  difficulty 
relating  proposed  harvest  units  and  roads  to  terrain  features  shown  on  the  maps.  These  features 
include  Class  I and  II  streams;  topographic  lines,  slope  gradient  and  shapes;  adjacent  land 
ownership  and  roads;  past  harvest  units;  and  existing  wildlife  prescriptions  for  old-growth  habitat 
conditions. 

The  issue  of  whether  or  not  it  is  appropriate  or  necessary  to  display  all  basic  resource  inventory 
data  in  the  SEIS  is  discussed  in  Theme  Response  8.  As  mentioned  above.  Unit  Cards  include  this 
data  for  proposed  harvest  units. 

Subsistence  concerns,  including  site  specificity  of  subsistence  use  data,  are  further  discussed  in 
Theme  Response  5. 

The  proposed  harvest  units  were  evaluated  against  large-scale,  graphic  representations  of  areas 
identified  in  the  Tongass  Resource  Use  Cooperative  Study  (TRUCS)  and  other  inventory 
processes.  Harvest  units  were  displayed  at  the  Open  Houses  which  preceded  the  Subsistence 
Hearings.  Participants  were  encouraged  to  comment  on  how  proposed  harvest  units  related  to 
their  subsistence  use.  (See  the  Hearing  Officer’s  introductory  remarks  in  the  FSEIS  Consolidated 
Appendix,  Volume  I,  B).  Each  individual  harvest  unit  was  thus  evaluated  against  known  use 
areas,  and  use  was  further  verified  during  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  The  results  of  this  combined 
review  are  displayed  in  maps  and  tables  in  the  FSEIS. 

It  appears  that  the  State  of  Alaska  relied  upon  information  provided  by  the  Subsistence  Division 
of  ADF&G  to  reach  its  conclusions  regarding  the  site  specificity  of  our  subsistence  information. 
The  Forest  Service  is  dismayed  by  the  State’s  evaluation  because  representatives  of  the 
Subsistence  Division  were  present  at  the  Open  Houses  and  viewed  the  data  used  in  the  Hearings. 

The  Forest  Service  concluded  in  the  DSEIS  that  activities  were,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1976  (See,  for  example. 
Analysis  Area  12,  Chapter  1,  page  20).  The  State  disagreed  with  the  findings,  stating  that  more 
site-specific  information  was  needed  before  they  could  make  their  evaluation.  As  the  basis  for 
their  evaluation,  the  state  cited  standards  found  in:  6 A AC  80.100  (Timber  Harvesting  and 
Processing),  6 AAC  80.130  (Habitats),  6 AAC  80.140  (Air,  Land  and  Water  Quality),  and  6 AAC 
80.060  (Recreation).  The  Forest  Service  wishes  to  reaffirm  its  position  with  the  State  concerning 
appropriate  standards  for  consistency  determinations.  The  following  quotation  is  taken  from  a 
September  15,  1989  letter  by  Regional  Forester  Barton  to  Robert  Green,  Associate  Director  of 
Governmental  Coordination,  regarding  similar  concerns  arising  from  State  review  of  the  FSEIS 
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and  Record  Of  Decision  for  the  1989-94  Operating  Plan  Period  for  the  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Corporation: 

The  Forest  Service  disagrees  with  the  State  that  the  cited  statutes  rather  than  those 
of  the  State  Forest  Practices  Act  are  applicable  to  timber  harvesting  and 
processing  activities  on  National  Forest  lands  for  consistency  determinations.  The 
Alaska  Coastal  Management  Program  (ACMP)  clearly  addresses  this  point  as 
follows: 

6 AAC  80.100.  TIMBER  HARVEST  AND  PROCESSING.  AS  41.17,  Forest 
Resources  and  Practices,  and  the  regulations  and  procedures  adopted  under  that 
chapter  with  respect  to  the  harvest  and  processing  of  timber,  are  incorporated 
into  the  Alaska  coastal  management  program  and  constitute  the  components  of  the 
coastal  management  program  with  respect  to  those  purposes. 

Further  confirmation  that  the  State  Forest  Practices  Act  contains  the  appropriate 
standards  for  consideration  of  Federal  consistency  under  the  ACMP  is  found  on 
page  67  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  ACMP  which  reads: 

The  standard  (6  AAC  80.100)  addresses  most  of  the  timber  issues  that  are  relevant 
to  the  coast  and  all  of  the  issues  that  relate  to  the  impacts  of  forest  practices  on 
coastal  values  (Emphasis  added). 

The  letter  goes  on  to  point  out  that  the  Alaska  Coastal  Management  Program  (ACMP)  applies 
only  to  State  and  privately-owned  lands  located  within  or  directly  affecting  the  coastal  zone.  The 
ACMP  does  not  apply  to  Federal  lands  except  through  the  consistency  concept  as  stated  in 
Section  307  (c)  (1)  of  CZMA.  This  section  states  that  Federal  activities  will  be  carried  out  "in  a 
manner  which  is,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  consistent  with  State  management 
programs."  Finally,  the  letter  continues: 

...  it  should  therefore  be  instructive  to  look  at  what  the  ACMP  requires  of  those 
who  it  directly  regulates,  i.e.,  private  land  owners  contemplating  timber  harvesting 
and  processing  on  their  own  lands.  In  terms  of  documentation  and  analysis,  we 
believe  these  requirements  for  the  private  landowner  are  to  be  found  at  AS 
41.17.090  and  include  the  following  four  requirements: 

(1)  A brief  written  description  of  the  proposed  activity; 

(2)  A USGS  map  of  the  largest  available  scale  showing  the  location  of  all 
proposed  activities; 
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(3)  Proposed  measures  for  soil  conservation  and  reforestation;  and 

(4)  Evidence  that  the  landowner  and  timber  owner  (if  different  from  the 
operator)  have  approved  the  proposed  operation. 

Operators  may  provide  this  information  to  the  State  on  forms  10-1033  and  10- 
1034. 

For  purposes  of  this  Supplement,  the  Forest  Service  strongly  believes  that  the  level  of  detail 
provided  in  the  DSEIS  far  exceeds  the  minimum  requirements  described  above.  This  is 
particularly  the  case  when  private  landowners’  information  and  analysis  are  to  determine 
compliance  with  the  ACMP,  while  this  site-specific  EIS  has  been  determined  by  the  State  to  be 
inadequate  to  determine  consistency.  In  response  to  the  above  letter,  the  State  of  Alaska  has 
requested  that  the  secretary  of  Commerce  mediate  the  dispute  over  coastal  zone  management 
standards.  The  Forest  Service  intends  to  pursue  a cooperative  resolution  of  the  State’s  concerns 
regarding  CZMA  consistency,  with  or  without  such  mediation. 

It  is  regrettable  that  State  biologists  did  not  consult  the  Planning  Record  to  review  the  project 
scale  maps  for  each  harvest  unit  shown  on  the  DSEIS  maps.  The  large-scale  maps  identify  the 
locations  of  proposed  harvest.  The  Forest  Service  assumes  the  inclusion  of  all  such  Unit  Cards 
in  the  FSEIS  will  facilitate  the  CZMA  consistency  analysis  by  the  State  of  Alaska. 


Comparison  of  AHMU  and  NMFS  Riparian  Zone  Management  Policies: 

Many  commentators  mentioned  the  Aquatic  Habitat  Management  Unit  (AHMU)  policy  of  the 
Forest  Service,  and  the  NMFS  30-meter  policy. 

The  AHMU  handbook,  which  provides  process  direction  to  establish  Aquatic  Habitat 
Management  Units,  was  developed  in  response  to  the  Forest  Service  National  Riparian  Policy 
(Forest  Service  Manual  2526.03),  the  Tongass  National  Forest  Plan,  and  the  Alaska  Regional 
Guide  Forest  Service  Handbook  (6/86  R-10  TRANS),  which  provided  for  a prescriptive  process 
in  the  use  of  Fish  Habitat  Management  Units. 

An  interdisciplinary-team  approach  produced  the  AHMU  Handbook.  It  was  reviewed  by  the 
timber  industry.  State  Departments  of  Fish  and  Game  and  Environmental  Conservation,  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  The  AHMU  process  is  the 
current  policy  of  the  Forest  Service  for  National  Forest  lands  in  Alaska. 

The  NMFS  30-meter  policy  is  rooted  in  a former  policy  statement  issued  in  1976  on  the 
"Protection  of  Fisheries  Resources  During  Logging  Operations  in  Alaska."  The  1976  policy  called 
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for  "a  mandatory  buffer  zone  of  riparian  vegetation  along  both  banks  of  all  salmon  streams,  and 
buffer  width  was  to  be  based  on  resource  values,  topography,  wind-firmness,  and  stream  size. 
Some  management  activities  (e.g.,  selected  harvesting)  could  be  allowed  within  the  prescribed 
buffer  zone"  (Alaska  Region  Policy  for  Riparian  Habitat  Protection  in  Alaska,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  1988). 

The  recent  30-meter  policy  was  developed  based  upon  "new  information  and  experience"  (Robert 
W.  McVey,  Director,  NMFS,  Alaska  Region  5/3/88).  The  language  of  the  policy  suggests  its 
application  to  all  forested  lands  in  Alaska.  In  addition  to  these  two  approaches,  the  State  of 
Alaska  is  continuing  in  discussions  with  industry  and  government  agencies  to  develop  appropriate 
language  for  riparian  zone  management  for  inclusion  in  the  State  Forest  Practices  Act.  To  date, 
the  discussions  have  not  provided  consensus  for  the  need  of  buffer  zones  or  the  extent  to  which 
such  buffer  zones  might  apply. 

It  is  instructive  to  examine  the  particulars  of  these  two  policies: 

The  NMFS  policy  is  the  prescriptive  result  of  "extensive  research  efforts"  which  concluded  that 
a minimum  of  30  meters  of  no-logging  area  is  needed  to  provide  shade  and  future  sources  of 
large  woody  debris  necessary  for  in-stream  habitat,  for  Class  I and  II  Streams.  The  policy  does 
not  apply  to  Class  III  Streams  which  are  ephemeral,  intermittent,  or  have  a gradient  generally 
greater  than  eight  percent.  The  policy  statement  is  silent  about  Class  III  Streams  which  do  not  fit 
these  descriptions.  Streams  are  identified  for  protection  by  use  of  aerial  photo  interpretation. 
Definitions  of  Class  I,  II,  III  Streams  can  be  found  in  the  Forest  Service  AHMU  Handbook. 

This  prescriptive  solution  to  a perceived  problem  is  simple  and  appealing  to  some  because  it 
necessitates  less  on-site  evaluation.  Trust  in  and  discussions  of  past  and  current  forest  practices 
are  not  at  issue.  The  policy  applies  to  a zone  which  is  a minimum  of  30  meters.  The  policy 
states,  "In  some  cases  a wider  zone  is  necessary  to  protect  fisheries  resources.  Additional  research 
is  needed  from  which  more  site-specific  prescriptions  can  be  developed."  In  applying  the  policy 
to  on-the-ground,  site-specific  situations,  a biologist  would  have  no  additional  rule  of  thumb  or 
standard  to  rely  upon.  Moreover,  a discussion  of  NMFS  policy  which  accompanied  the  McVey 
letter  suggests  that  while  some  situations  may  call  for  wider  protection  zones,  others  may  call  for 
zones  of  less  than  30  meters.  The  policy  discussion  states  that  some  "special  situations"  may  call 
for  the  removal  of  riparian  vegetation  for  "fishery  habitat  management"  and  to  open  the  forest 
canopy.  "In  the  absence  of  definitive  research  findings,  buffer  zone  width  in  these  areas  should 
be  set  through  an  interdisciplinary-team  approach...;  however,  prescriptions  for  harvest  of 
streamside  harvest  of  timber  are  premature  pending  research  to  determine  whether  there  might 
be  long-term  impacts  on  fish  habitat."  In  summary,  NMFS  policy  calls  for  a minimum  buffer 
of  30  meters  of  "undisturbed  forest",  yet  also  states  that  "special  situations"  may  require  either  a 
wider  or  narrower  buffer  zone. 
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The  Forest  Service  AHMU  process  begins  with  the  classification  of  a stream  as  Class  I,  II,  or 
III,  based  upon  established  standards.  Localized  data,  including  aerial  photos,  are  used  to  make 
a preliminary  delineation.  The  AHMU  process  then  provides  a set  of  management  concerns  for 
the  biologist  to  consider  in  the  development  of  the  prescription.  These  concerns  include:  stream 
channel  and  bank  conditions;  temperature  sensitivity;  fish  passage;  maintenance  of  water  quality; 
maintenance  of  existing  and  provision  for  future  sources  of  large  woody  debris;  timing  of  bridge 
and  culvert  installation;  and  maintenance  or  improvement  objectives  for  the  biological 
productivity  of  primary  and  secondary  streams. 

The  process  then  sets  objectives  in  each  of  the  areas  of  concern  for  each  Class  AHMU.  The 
eventual  prescription,  which  is  site  specific,  may  or  may  not  provide  for  some  timber  harvest 
within  the  zone.  The  prescriptive  zone  may  range  in  width  from  a few  feet  to  hundreds  of  feet. 
In  addition,  the  AHMU  process  provides  for  prescriptions  along  the  length  of  the  stream  and 
sets  limitations  for  entry  as  a temperature  concern.  In  effect,  the  AHMU  is  a prescriptive  process 
to  be  used  by  trained  field  personnel  to  satisfactorily  achieve  a set  of  objectives. 

Given  that  the  AHMU  and  NMFS  processes  are  different,  is  there  reason  to  believe  the  results 
and  probable  effectiveness  would  also  vary?  Intuitively,  the  answer  is  yes.  The  AHMU 
prescriptions  will  vary  with  the  Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT)  application  of  the  process  on  the 
zone  being  evaluated.  The  zone  width  will  vary  as  well  as  the  prescriptions  along  the  length  of 
the  stream  course. 

The  NMFS  prescriptions  will  not  vary  for  the  first  100  feet  in  Class  I and  II  Streams  (and 
possibly  some  Class  III  Streams)  identified  on  aerial  photos,  except  in  "special  situations."  An 
IDT  process,  as  yet  undefined,  would  consider  additional  width  requirements  and  could  produce 
prescriptions  that  are  not  determinable  at  this  time. 

The  Forest  Service  favors  the  current  approach  of  the  AHMU  Handbook.  The  roots  of  the 
agency’s  planning  process  are  found  in  NEPA  and  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA). 
Both  recognize  the  value  of  exercising  interdisciplinary  expertise.  Accordingly,  the  AHMU 
process  was  developed  with  the  participation  by  State,  Federal,  and  private  industry 
representatives.  This  interdisciplinary  process  continues  in  the  design  of  actual  field 
prescriptions.  This  allows  the  IDT  the  flexibility  to  harvest  along  certain  areas  in  a way  that  will 
enhance  fisheries  habitat.  "Special  techniques  for  selective  harvesting  of  timber  within  the 
prescribed  boundaries  of  the  buffer  zone  may  be  beneficial  in  some  cases  for  enhancing  aquatic 
productivity"  (McVey  5/3/88). 

Rule-of-thumb  policies  such  as  the  30-meter  NMFS  policy  do  not  provide  for  the  potential 
added  benefits  of  a more  flexible  policy.  Instead,  they  attempt  to  reduce  the  risk  associated  with 
landowners  who  do  not  have  the  expertise  to  fully  evaluate  site-specific  conditions.  The  latter 
approach  also  depends  on  future  research  to  provide  more  information  before  harvesting  (ibid). 
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The  advantages  of  a site-specific  policy  on  the  other  hands  are  explained  in  the  Addendum  to 
the  ROD  for  the  KPC  1989-94  Operating  Period. 

Adoption  of  the  NMFS  policy]  would  preclude  site-specific  options  needed  to 
tailor  the  final  management  direction  to  the  specific  characteristics  of  riparian 
areas  . . . This  option  [is]  too  restrictive  because  management  activities  including 
fish  enhancement  would  be  precluded.  An  example  is  tree  canopy  reduction  to 
permit  increased  solar  radiation  to  warm  streams  currently  too  cold  to  be 
productive  . . . [Adoption  of  this  policy]  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  current 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  (TLMP).  TLMP  requires  protection  of  habitat 
capability  in  a coordinated  manner  with  other  resource  values,  including  timber. 

The  Forest  Service  believes  that  the  AHMU  process  will  consistently  produce  a higher-quality, 
more  uniform  result  than  would  the  NMFS  30-meter  policy.  A comparison  of  these  two  policies 
is  also  included  in  the  FSEIS. 


THEME  RESPONSE  5: 

SUBSISTENCE 

Introduction 

After  reviewing  the  DEIS,  the  State  of  Alaska  stated,  "The  subsistence  sections  of  the  Draft 
Supplement  are  inadequate  as  written  and  do  not  appear  to  be  an  objective  analysis."  The  State 
suggested  the  FSEIS  include  a full  description  of  relevant  data  for  public  evaluation  of  the 
conclusions  reached.  According  to  the  State,  "The  Draft  Supplement  does  not  make  use  of  easily 
available  subsistence-use  data,  nor  does  it  include  subsistence-use  area  maps  for  affected 
communities." 

The  State  provided  an  attachment  of  comments  from  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(ADF&G)  to  assist  the  Forest  Service  in  completing  an  adequate  and  defensible  subsistence 
evaluation  for  the  proposed  action.  In  its  comments,  ADF&G  concluded  that,  "Given  long-term 
effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  expected  from  the  proposed  activities  we  believe  there  is  a strong 
likelihood  that  subsistence  uses  will  ultimately  be  restricted  as  a result  of  the  proposed  activities." 

Other  organizations,  including  legal  staff  representing  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton 
case,  cited  the  individual  opinions  of  ADF&G  Subsistence  staff  as  indications  of  the  inadequacy 
of  the  subsistence  sections.  Respondents  felt  that  too  little  subsistence  information  was  included 
or  the  information  used  was  poor.  Respondents  also  commented  that  the  DSEIS  did  not  include 
evaluations  required  under  Section  810  of  ANILCA. 
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While  reading  the  voluminous  individual  comments  and  the  State  of  Alaska  comments,  certain 
concerns  became  evident.  They  are  grouped  into  the  following  topics:  the  data  used;  the 
planning  process,  including  Section  810  process  and  requirements;  the  Subsistence  Hearings;  the 
lack  of  a social  scientist  on  the  IDT;  and  the  definition  of  a subsistence  user.  A detailed  review 
of  these  concerns,  and  the  Forest  Service  response  to  each,  follow. 

Data  Used 

There  were  major  concerns  involving  the  data  used  by  the  Interdisciplinary  Team.  They  include: 

The  Forest  Service  did  not  consider,  or  in  same  cases  did  not  cite,  all  of  the  available  information 
to  support  the  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  proposed  timber  harvest  and  road  construction 
to  subsistence  users;  according  to  the  state,  the  Forest  Service  failed  to  use  mapped  and 
quantitative  information  for  the  community  of  Hoonah,  provided  by  the  ADF&G  Subsistence 
Division;  the  information  used  by  the  Forest  Service  relied  too  heavily  upon  the  TRUCS  database. 
This  study,  which  contains  errors  in  plotting  and  cartography,  has  not  undergone  a thorough 
review  process.  Until  the  errors  are  resolved  and  the  document  is  subjected  to  a complete 
research-findings  process,  the  information  should  not  be  presented  as  a research  product. 

Finally,  the  State  indicated  that  the  DSEIS  lacked  detailed,  site-specific  displays  of  concentrated 
use  areas  by  the  communities  within  the  four  Analysis  Areas  and  that  these  should  be  presented 
in  the  FSEIS. 

Response: 

The  Forest  service  agrees  that  not  all  of  the  material  used  in  the  Phase  II  Supplement  was  cited. 
Phase  I literature  which  was  used  in  Phase  II  was  not  re-cited.  However,  the  Final  SEIS  will  have 
an  expanded  citation  section  and  will  cite  materials  used  but  not  reproduced  in  Phase  II. 

Perhaps  the  major  contention  concerning  the  data  that  was  not  used  involves  the  ADF&G 
Subsistence  Division  Hoonah  Subsistence  Research  Project,  started  in  1986.  Final  maps  from  this 
project  were  reviewed  in  Hoonah  by  community  residents  and  approved  by  the  Hoonah  City 
Council  on  March  17,  1987,  through  resolution  CCR-87-02-26-05.  According  to  an  affirmed 
affidavit,  signed  by  Robert  J.  Wolfe  (Research  Director,  Division  of  Subsistence,  ADF&G,  State 
of  Alaska),  and  Robert  F.  Schroeder  (Research  Specialist  III,  Division  of  Subsistence,  ADF&G, 
State  of  Alaska)  on  January  6,  1989,  intensity-of-use  data  concerning  this  inventory  were 
provided  to  the  Supplement  Interdisciplinary  Team.  The  Governor’s  Office,  State  of  Alaska,  as 
well  as  the  plaintiffs’  attorneys  who  used  this  information  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton , expected  that  the 
Forest  Service  would  rely  heavily  upon  the  information  reportedly  provided. 


THEME  RESPONSES 


Page  15 


The  Supplement  did,  in  fact,  use  information  received  from  ADF&G.  The  database  that  was 
received  was  considered  in  the  process.  The  maps  summarizing  the  1987  effort,  received  by  the 
Supplement  IDT,  were  used  in  both  Phase  I and  Phase  II.  But  unfortunately,  not  all  of  the 
supporting  information  described  by  ADF&G  for  the  various  communities  has  in  fact  been  made 
available  to  the  Supplement  IDT  by  the  Subsistence  Division  of  ADF&G. 

There  was  much  criticism  of  the  Forest  Service’s  use  of  the  TRUCS  data.  We  disagree  that  the 
TRUCS  data  is  not  appropriate  for  use  at  this  time.  The  data  remain  as  an  inventory,  much  as 
any  other  resource  inventory.  The  sample  was  statistically  designed  and  subsequently  completed. 
Given  the  scope  of  the  project,  the  numbers  of  people  participating  (both  staff  and  community 
members),  and  the  mapping  scales  used,  some  errors  are  highly  probable,  and  undoubtedly  exist. 
Because  the  TRUCS  survey  is  an  ongoing  process,  errors  will  continue  to  be  corrected,  and  the 
accuracy  of  the  data  will  continue  to  improve. 

Nonetheless,  the  TRUCS  database,  exclusive  of  any  final  research  findings  or  conclusions, 
remains  the  most  recent  data  available  for  all  of  the  communities  potentially  affected  by  the 
proposed  actions.  Based  upon  the  scope  and  nature  of  this  data,  it  is  the  most  site-specific 
information  gathered  to  date  concerning  community  and  subsistence  resource-use  areas.  Sealaska 
Corporation  concluded  that  although  the  TRUCS  data  is  just  "a  piece  of  the  puzzle",  it  represents 
the  most  complete  database  at  the  present  time,  and  cannot  be  ignored.  Sealaska  added,  "In  fact, 
it  is  absolutely  critical  that  it  be  used." 

The  Forest  Service  addressed  the  concerns  for  potential  errors  and  lack  of  completed  research 
applications  at  each  Open  House  in  the  1 1 subsistence  communities  visited  during  the  Subsistence 
Hearings.  Maps  based  on  TRUCS  data  were  displayed,  showing  specific  harvest  units  found  in 
areas  used  by  15  percent  or  more  of  the  primary,  subsistence-use  communities  in  each  analysis 
area. 

The  intent  was  to  give  people  in  potentially-affected  communities  the  opportunity  to  review  the 
data  and  provide  additional  information.  The  harvest  units  analyzed  and  displayed  were  taken 
from  the  entire  pool  of  units  being  considered  in  the  EIS.  This  type  of  information,  along  with 
the  results  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings,  were  used  in  completing  the  Section  810  process  within 
the  FSEIS. 

State  biologists  stated  that  maps  of  concentrated-use  areas  were  needed  so  that  members  of 
affected  communities  could  know  where  harvest  might  occur  in  subsistence-use  areas. 

ADF&G  Division  of  Subsistence  representatives  Benke  and  Bosworth  (Director  of  Subsistence 
Division,  ADF&G;  Regional  Supervisor  of  Subsistence  Division,  ADF&G)  were  of  the  opinion 
that  it  would  not  be  advisable  to  show  specific  subsistence-use  information  in  the  DSEIS  for  fear 
that  this  information  would  serve  as  a "treasure-hunt  map"  to  subsistence  areas,  and  would  lead 


THEME  RESPONSES 


Page  16 


to  increased  competition  from  hunters  outside  the  community.  We  agreed,  and  therefore 
proposed  to  show  only  locations  where  harvest  units  being  evaluated  in  the  Supplement  would 
intersect  with  TRUCS  community  data.  This  display  was  the  focus  of  the  Open  House  that 
preceded  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  The  Forest  Service  is  confused  by  the  State  of  Alaska’s 
response.  ADF&G  has  repeatedly  requested  that  information  formerly  thought  inappropriate  for 
publication  be  added  to  the  FSEIS.  In  response,  the  FSEIS  presents  maps  summarizing 
community-use  areas,  lists  all  of  the  harvest  units  within  these  areas  by  individual  harvest  unit, 
and  summarizes  the  units  by  alternative.  All  of  the  TRUCS  maps,  along  with  other  subsistence 
information,  remain  in  the  Planning  Record. 


Process 

Most  of  the  comments  received  concerning  subsistence  centered  around  the  process  used  by  the 
Interdisciplinary  Team.  Concerns  within  this  topic  included:  the  use  by  the  Forest  Service  of  the 
term  "primary  community" — some  respondents  felt  that  the  agency  has  no  authority  to  create  such 
a category  in  its  evaluation  of  subsistence  impacts;  the  NEPA  process  of  separating  proposed 
actions  from  what  might  take  place  in  future  years;  and  disagreement  about  what  the  ANILCA 
Section  810  Requirements  are  and  differing  interpretations  of  how  these  requirements  are  to  be 
met. 

Response: 

The  Forest  Service  regrets  having  used  the  term  "primary  community"  in  the  Draft.  Our  intent 
was  to  reduce  the  voluminous  amount  of  data  for  display  in  the  DSEIS,  but  this  evidently  caused 
more  problems  than  it  solved.  In  response  to  this  concern,  the  FSEIS  includes  additional 
information  concerning  all  communities  using  the  analysis  areas  for  subsistence  use. 

As  regards  the  NEPA  process,  NEPA  requires  analysis  of  reasonably  foreseeable  and  cumulative 
effects  of  proposed  actions.  For  instance,  in  Analysis  Area  3 of  the  Supplement  we  analyze  the 
effects  to  the  year  2011  of  harvesting  between  2,700  and  5,200  acres,  to  provide  between  63,300 
and  121,360  MMBF.  Some  people  feel  that  reasonably  foreseeable  future  should  also  include 
site-specific  data  regarding  actions  not  being  proposed  at  the  present  time.  Such  future 
projections  might  come  from  a database  such  as  the  Multi-Entry  Layout  Planning  (MELP) 
analysis,  where  a given  solution  might  approximate  what  would  happen  over  the  next  21  years 
if  the  present  interpretation  of  the  TLMP  remains  in  effect.  However,  the  accuracy  of  such  a 
projection  is  highly  speculative  because  of  the  requirement  under  NFMA  that  Forest  Plans  be 
revised  every  10  to  15  years. 

The  TLMP  is  currently  being  revised.  It  is  possible  that  revision  efforts  will  provide  substantial 
changes  in  how  and  where  timber  harvest  and  other  resource-development  activities  may  take 
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place.  The  DSEIS  does  provide  a projection  of  longer-term  actions,  but  can  not  do  so  site 
specifically. 

To  help  clarify  this  complex  relationship,  the  FSEIS  has  been  modified  slightly  to  separate  the 
effects  of  proposed  actions  to  the  year  2011  from  the  projections  made  from  implementing  the 
current  Forest  Plan.  In  compliance  with  ANILCA  Section  810  requirements,  only  proposed  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions  are  evaluated  for  their  possible  effects  upon  subsistence.  As 
further  actions  are  proposed  they,  too,  will  be  subject  to  NEPA  analysis  and  Section  810 
Subsistence  evaluations. 

It  appears  that  the  greatest  need  for  clarification  of  the  overall  process  concerns  the  Section  810 
process.  The  Forest  Service  Handbook,  which  provides  procedural  direction  for  projects  of  this 
nature,  is  based  upon  the  Alaska  Land  Use  Council  Guidelines. 

An  apparent  misunderstanding  among  many  of  the  respondents,  including  employees  of  the  State 
of  Alaska  Subsistence  Division,  involved  the  timing  within  the  NEPA  process  of  the 
determination  whether  proposed  activities  will  or  will  not  restrict  subsistence  use.  In  the  Forest 
Service  process,  the  Draft  EIS  presents  and  evaluates  basic  data.  Then,  if  the  evaluation  appears 
to  support  a finding  that  the  proposed  action  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  use, 
subsistence  hearings  are  required  per  ANILCA  Section  810. 

In  examining  the  Supplement  to  the  previous  1986-90  Operating  Plan,  the  Court  found  in  Hanlon 
v.  Barton  that  the  reasonably  foreseeable  cumulative  effects  displayed  in  the  Operating  Plan  had 
triggered  the  threshold,  or  "may"  finding,  and  therefore  subsistence  hearings  would  be  necessary. 
The  Settlement  Agreement  in  Hanlon  v.  Barton  called  for  such  hearings  to  be  held. 

The  DSEIS  needed  only  to  substantiate  that  the  data  developed  for  Phase  II  would  also  support 
a "may"  finding.  The  DSEIS  made  this  conclusion  clear,  and  supported  it  in  several  sections. 
The  declining  populations  of  deer,  marten,  and  brown  bear  due  to  the  combined  effects  of 
private  land  management.  State  of  Alaska  sport  and  subsistence  regulations,  and  Forest  Service 
activities,  have  led  to  a situation  where  availability  of  deer  alone  would  support  the  "may" 
finding. 

Following  the  "may"  finding  in  the  DEIS,  the  Guidelines  call  for  subsistence  hearings  to  be  held. 
The  results  of  the  hearings  and  public  comment  on  the  DSEIS  are  then  used  in  preparing  the 
Final  SEIS  and  formulating  the  ROD.  The  FSEIS  must  determine  whether  proposed  actions  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses.  If  a signigicant  possibility  of  significant  restriction  exists, 
certain  procedural  obligations  are  to  be  followed.  The  Forest  Service  must  prepare  three 
determinations  for  the  proposed  action  to  show  that: 
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a.  Such  a significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  necessary,  and  consistent  with  sound 
management  principles  for  the  utilization  of  the  National  Forest  lands; 

b.  The  proposed  activity  shall  involve  the  minimum  amount  of  National  Forest  lands  necessary 
to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  such  use  and  occupancy,  or  other  disposition;  and, 

c.  Reasonable  steps  shall  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  upon  subsistence  uses  and 
resources  resulting  from  such  actions. 

It  appears  that  the  State  assumed  this  analysis  and  presentation  were  required  in  the  DSEIS,  rather 
than  the  Final  SEIS.  We  disagree,  and  state  again  that  completion  of  the  Section  810  process 
occurs  in  the  FSEIS  and  the  ROD.  This  analysis  logically  occurs  after  the  public  comment 
process  and  Subsistence  Hearings  have  been  completed. 

Within  the  subsistence  evaluation,  the  Supplement  focuses  upon  a collective  "we"  in  evaluation 
of  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  in  making  its  cumulative-effects  findings. 
The  collective  "we"  refers  to  the  combined  impacts  of  private  land  management  activities,  State 
of  Alaska  sport  and  subsistence  regulations,  and  Forest  Service  past  and  proposed  actions. 
Testimony  from  the  Subsistence  Hearings  indicates  subsistence  users  recognize  that  collective 
actions  have  resulted  in  the  current  situation,  and  that  proposed  actions  will  cumulatively  add  to 
this  situation.  (Hoonah  Subsistence  Hearing  Record,  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  I, 
B-3). 


Under  Federal  and  State  law,  if  there  is  currently  a restriction  on  subsistence  community  use  of 
a resource,  or  if  potential  for  future  restriction  exists,  the  State  of  Alaska,  as  the  responsible 
agency  for  management  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  must  make  appropriate  adjustments  in  the 
regulations  governing  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  question.  The  conclusions  in  the  FSEIS 
assume  that  the  State  will  fulfill  its  obligation  in  this  regard.  The  Forest  Service  fulfills  its  role 
in  subsistence  issues  through  the  FSEIS  and  the  ROD. 

Subsistence  Hearings 

There  were  two  major  concerns  expressed  about  the  subsistence  hearings  process.  One  was  that 
the  Forest  Service  should  have  participated  in  generalized,  open  discussions  with  people  from 
the  affected  communities.  The  other  was  a general  concern  about  the  role  of  the  hearings  in  the 
process  of  fulfilling  ANILCA  Section  810  requirements. 
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Response: 

Once  the  need  was  identified,  hearings  were  scheduled  to  focus  on  the  potential  impact  of 
proposed  actions  on  lands  involving  subsistence  community  uses.  The  Forest  Service  believed  the 
hearings  should  focus  on  the  particular  concerns  of  the  people  from  the  affected  communities, 
and  conducted  the  hearings  toward  that  end.  Of  particular  concern  in  this  case  were  the 
proposed  harvest  units  and  associated  roads  occurring  in  drainages  identified  in  the  Phase  I and 
Draft  Phase  II  as  subsistence  use  areas.  The  approach  we  used  was  more  focused  than  would  be 
generalized,  open  discussions  or  "debates"  about  which  areas  of  the  Forest  should  or  should  not 
be  entered  for  timber  because  of  a perceived  impact  on  subsistence  users.  The  Subsistence 
Hearings  provided  mixed  comments  on  this  cause-and-effect  relationship. 

After  the  Hearings,  the  Forest  Service  process  provides  for  completion  of  its  ANILCA 
requirements  in  the  Final  EIS.  This  includes  a determination  of  whether  the  proposed  actions 
may  significantly  restrict  subsistence  use  by  way  of:  "reductions  in  the  abundance  of,  or  major 
redistribution  of  resources;  substantial  interference  with  access;  or  major  increases  in  the  use  of 
these  resources  by  nonrural  residents"  (FSH  2609.25-FSH  12/85  R-10  TRANS). 

For  additional  information  on  the  Subsistence  Hearings  process,  see  Theme  Response  6:  Planning 
Process. 

Social  Scientist  on  IDT 

A member  of  the  ADF&G  Subsistence  Division  voiced  concern  that  a social  scientist  was  not 
included  on  the  Interdisciplinary  Team. 

Response: 

It  is  true  that  the  IDT  for  the  Supplement  did  not  have  the  full-time  assistance  of  a graduate 
social  scientist.  However,  trained  social  scientists  within  the  agency,  from  the  ADF&G,  from  the 
University  of  Alaska,  and  from  the  consulting  firm  assisting  the  Forest  Service  with  the  Phase 
II  volumes,  were  available  for  consultation  by  biologists  on  the  IDT. 

The  Chapter  4 analysis  of  the  DEISs  was  formed  in  close  consultation  with  the  State  Subsistence 
Division,  the  Institute  of  Social  and  Economic  Research  at  the  University  of  Alaska,  Anchorage, 
and  a Forest  Service  social  scientist.  As  is  evident  by  the  List  of  Preparers,  the  Supplement  was 
prepared  by  qualified,  skilled  professionals;  we  disagree  that  lack  of  a full-time  social  scientist 
on  the  IDT  resulted  in  a flawed  analysis. 
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Definition  of  Subsistence  User 

While  reading  the  comments,  it  became  apparent  that  many  people  were  making  a distinction 
between  subsistence  hunters.  For  example,  a distinction  was  made  between  subsistence  hunters 
from  Hoonah  and  subsistence  hunters  from  other  communities  and  logging  camps. 

Response: 

It  is  our  understanding  of  the  current  subsistence  regulations  that,  within  Analysis  Area  3,  for 
example,  an  Alaskan  resident  who  lives  and  works  at  the  Kennel  Creek  logging  camp  is  as  valid 
a subsistence  hunter  as  an  Alaskan  resident  of  Hoonah.  The  same  would  be  true  for  hunters 
from  other  nearby  subsistence  communities  such  as  Gustavus,  Angoon,  or  Tenakee  Springs. 
Thus,  any  projections  for  increased  Alaskan  residents  within  the  Kennel  Creek  logging  camp  or 
from  other  communities  within  Analysis  Area  3 must  all  be  treated  as  an  increase  in  valid 
subsistence  use.  Only  when  the  State  of  Alaska  determines  that  sufficient  resources  are  no  longer 
available  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  subsistence  communities  in  any  given  area,  can  preference 
decisions  be  made  (ANILCA,  Section  802(2);  Section  804). 

To  make  any  distinction  between  legitimate  subsistence  users  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Forest  Service.  However,  we  do  indicate  which  subsistence  community-use  areas  are  being 
considered  for  further  proposed  timber  harvest  and  road  construction  and  what  the  potential 
effects  will  be. 


THEME  RESPONSE  6: 

PLANNING  PROCESS 

Numerous  respondents  to  the  DSEIS  raised  concerns  about  the  Forest  Service  planning  process. 

Some  believe  that  the  Forest  Service  uses  a 3-level  process  and  that  the  Supplement  is  a mid- 
level programmatic  approach  that  will  be  followed  by  a third  level  of  project  planning.  Some 
thought  that  the  fact  that  change  takes  place  during  implementation  indicated  that  there  is  a third 
level  of  planning.  Many  felt  that  the  public  does  not  have  NEPA  access  to  lower-level  planning 
processes.  There  were  specific  concerns  about  the  definition  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  within 
the  Supplement  process. 

There  was  criticism  of  the  limited  range  of  alternatives  presented,  in  that  all  "action  alternatives" 
were  constrained  to  meet  APC  contract  needs.  Some  were  dissatisfied  with  the  subsistence 
hearings  process,  feeling  it  was  not  discussion-oriented  and  therefore  people  were  not  able  to 
fully  articulate  their  concerns  about  forest  management  activities  on  subsistence  uses.  Finally, 
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some  commentators  felt  that  the  Phase  I,  Phase  II  process  was  not  consistent  with  the  process 
envisioned  in  the  TLMP  or  its  1985  Amendment. 

Response: 

The  Forest  Service  planning  process  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  incorporates  two  levels  of 
planning.  The  first  level  is  the  Forest  Plan,  which  evaluates  what  activities  are  permitted  to 
take  place  in  given  areas  on  the  Forest.  The  second  level  is  the  Project  Plan,  which  provides  for 
a specific  project  being  proposed  on  a site-specific  basis.  Project-level  planning  describes  how 
and  when  an  activity  will  take  place  and  further  describes  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  to  be 
used. 

As  regards  change  in  the  implementation  of  a selected  alternative,  some  change  does  in  fact  take 
place.  The  DSEIS  quantified  the  amount  of  change  monitored  to  date  in  the  implementation  of 
the  1981-86  and  1986-90  EISs.  (Phase  I DEIS,  Chapter  4,  pages  12-15;  Phase  II,  Area  12  as  an 
example:  Chapter  3,  pages  13-14,  Appendix  B-2,  Appendix  C-3.)  Such  changes  normally  do 
not  represent  a substantial  departure  from  the  proposed  action  nor  the  decision  as  stated  in  the 
ROD.  The  Supplement  contains  further  NEPA  evaluation  of  proposed  changes  when  those 
changes  are  significant,  as  in  the  deletion  of  an  entire  unit  selected  in  the  ROD  (Analysis  Area 
12,  Appendix  B-2,  as  an  example). 

The  Forest  Service  agrees  there  is  a need  to  further  notify  interested  individuals  and  agencies 
when  changes  of  potential  concern  are  being  proposed.  Direction  to  that  effect  will  be  placed 
in  the  ROD  for  the  Supplement.  Other  minor  adjustments  in  the  location  of  units  and  roads  are 
documented  in  the  Planning  Record  on  the  back  of  the  Unit  Cards  used  in  the  EIS  process.  The 
"as-laid-out"  information  is  included  in  the  field  data  on  the  Unit  Cards.  These  adjustments  do 
not  constitute  a third  level  of  planning,  but  are  a continuation  of  the  mitigation  and  monitoring 
process  started  once  the  ROD  selects  the  harvest  units  for  implementing  the  selected  alternative. 

The  public  does  have  access  to  documents  which  provide  further  information  gained  during  the 
field  layout  of  harvest  units  and  roads.  These  field  data  are  available  at  the  Area  offices  in  Sitka 
and  Petersburg.  The  Forest  Service  agrees  that  clarifying  adjustments  made  during  any  given 
period  of  time  would  help  to  reduce  the  level  of  concern  in  the  planning  process.  The  ROD  for 
the  FSEIS  will  further  address  this  management  issue. 

The  definition  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  has  received  increased  attention  since  the  recent 
Court  case  of  Hanlon  v.  Barton.  The  Forest  Service  continues  to  believe  that  the  proper 
interpretation  of  this  alternative  required  by  NEPA  is  no  action,  meaning  no  change  from  the 
present  situation.  With  this  definition  in  mind,  the  Supplement  considered  the  No  Action 
Alternative  to  mean  continued  implementation  of  the  previous  ROD  for  the  1981-86  and  1986- 
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90  Operating  Plans,  exclusive  of  those  harvest  units  set  aside  during  the  Settlement  Agreement 
for  Tenakee  v.  Courtright  and  Hanlon  v.  Barton  (Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  2,  page  3). 

Comments  on  the  No  Action  Alternative  indicate  that  many  believe  the  proper  interpretation  is 
"no  action  to  be  contemplated  in  the  future."  In  response  to  this  and  the  Hanlon  v.  Barton  case, 
the  Supplement  provides  a No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  after  the  ROD  for  the  Supplement 
(Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  2,  page  22). 

NEPA  and  the  CEQ  Regulations  require  the  agency  proposing  an  action  to  present  its  analysis 
of  the  effects  of  various  alternatives,  using  the  No  Action  Alternative  as  the  basis  for 
comparison.  The  concern  being  raised  is  that  if  the  agency  used  the  wrong  alternative  definition, 
then  the  analysis  and  presentation  of  effects  would  be  in  error  and  the  EIS  would  be  faulted.  In 
the  case  of  the  Supplement,  this  issue  is  not  relevant  to  Analysis  Areas  2,  6,  and  12,  because  in 
these  cases  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  No  Further  Harvest  Alternative  are  basically  the 
same.  In  Area  3,  the  basis  for  comparison  is  the  No  Action  (or  No  Further  Harvest)  Alternative 
as  described  above. 

The  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  Supplement  did  include  sufficient  volume  to  meet  the 
contractual  obligations  of  the  Forest  Service  to  Alaska  Pulp  Corporation.  This  purpose  and  need 
was  clearly  stated  in  Chapter  1 of  the  Phase  II  DEISs.  Alternatives  not  meeting  this  purpose 
and  need  would  be  unreasonable  to  consider  in  this  EIS,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  address 
alternatives  which  meet  the  APC  contract  requirements.  Additional  information  on  this  subject 
was  provided  in  the  Appendix  of  each  Analysis  Area  document.  In  Analysis  Area  12,  for 
example,  additional  discussion  is  found  in  Appendix  B-3. 

There  are  differing  opinions  and  expectations  regarding  the  subsistence  hearing  process. 
Testimony  taken  at  Hoonah  asserts  that  the  Forest  Service  should  have  held  hearings  concerning 
when  and  where  to  harvest  timber  prior  to  beginning  the  Supplement.  Others  indicated  the 
Hearings  should  have  been  discussion-oriented.  The  Forest  Service  assumes  this  means  an  open- 
dialogue  process,  where  the  Hearing  Officer  would  be  involved  in  an  on-going  discussion  with 
those  in  attendance.  But  the  focus  of  such  discussions  would  most  probably  extend  beyond  the 
information  presented  in  the  DEIS,  which  would  defeat  the  purpose  of  examining  the  specifics 
of  this  project. 

The  purpose  of  the  Hearings  was  to  help  determine  which  harvest  units  or  roads  being  considered 
in  any  of  the  alternatives  would  have  a significant  possibility  of  significantly  restricting 
subsistence  uses.  To  accomplish  this,  a hearing  must  focus  on  areas  and  individual  harvest  units 
presented  in  the  DSEIS  and  the  proposed  alternatives.  This  allows  people  to  respond  to  one  or 
more  of  the  units  or  roads,  to  the  alternative  as  a whole,  or  both. 
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The  Hearings  process  must  facilitate  productive  communication.  Thus,  a structured  but  informal 
approach  which  gives  everyone  a fair  opportunity  to  testify  is  a procedural  necessity.  The  Forest 
Service  does  not  believe  an  unstructured,  open  forum  would  meet  these  needs  as  well  as  the 
process  that  was  used.  The  Hearing  Record,  which  is  included  in  Appendix  B of  the  FSEIS, 
indicates  that  those  who  chose  to  participate  in  the  Hearings  were  successful  in  articulating  their 
concerns. 

There  was  concern  about  the  purpose  of  Phase  I and  Phase  II  as  compared  to  the  Analysis  Area 
language  contained  in  TLMP  and  its  most  recent  Amendment  in  the  winter  of  1985-86.  The 
Forest  Service  does  not  agree  with  the  implied  assumption  that  the  Supplement  would  necessarily 
fall  within  the  TLMP  project  identification,  Area  Analysis  Scheduling  or  Area  Analysis  purposes 
as  outlined  in  the  TLMP  Amendment.  The  purpose  of  the  Supplement  was  to  provide  further 
NEPA  analysis  for  prior  EISs  covering  the  1981-86  and  1986-90  Operating  Periods  for  the  Alaska 
Pulp  Corporation  Long-Term  Timber  Sale  Contract.  As  such,  the  process  requirements  for  this 
NEPA  document  are  found  in  the  CEQ  Regulations  for  supplementation  of  existing  EISs. 

The  Notice  Of  Intent  announced  this  intent  and  identified  the  Phase  I and  Phase  II  process.  The 
DSEIS  for  Phase  I further  described  the  process  to  be  used  in  compliance  with  CEQ  Regulations 
(Phase  I DEIS,  Chapter  1,  pages  1-3).  The  Process  for  Area  Analysis  is  described  on  page  199 
of  the  1985-86  Amendment:  "The  Area  Analysis  process  includes  the  following  NEPA-based 
steps  and  requirements.  How  this  process  is  actually  applied  will  vary  as  a function  of  the  kind 
of  projects  that  are  proposed  and  the  environmental,  social,  and  economic  factors  that  are 
peculiar  to  the  particular  MAs  or  VCUs."  The  Forest  Service  believes  the  Supplement  is 
consistent  with  the  process  direction  contained  in  the  TLMP. 


THEME  RESPONSE  7: 

SITKA  BLACK-TAILED  DEER 

Many  people  responding  to  the  DSEIS  were  concerned  about  whether  there  will  be  sufficient 
deer  populations  to  meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  sport  and  subsistence  hunters.  Concerns 
within  this  theme  include: 

Sport  hunting  regulations  such  as  bag  limits  and  seasons;  competition  between  sport  and 
subsistence  hunters;  habitat  capability  in  harvested  areas;  expanding  road  systems  that  provide 
easier  access  and  result  in  more  deer  harvested;  adverse  effects  of  harvesting  critical  deer  habitat. 
The  ability  of  deer  to  survive  one  or  more  successive  hard  winters  was  also  of  concern;  people 
expressed  a specific  concern  about  the  deer  mortality  this  past  winter. 
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Response: 

Testimony  from  the  recent  Subsistence  Hearing  in  Hoonah  suggests  that  the  current  sport  hunting 
regulations,  including  season,  bag  limits,  and  vehicle  use  for  taking  game,  may  be  limiting  factors 
in  maintaining  a sustained-yield  of  deer  as  the  habitat  capability  of  the  area  changes.  ADF&G 
recognized  and  acted  on  this  problem  in  the  Hoonah  area.  Beginning  in  1988,  the  non- 
subsistence bag  limit  was  reduced  from  six  deer  to  three  in  Minor  Harvest  Units  3523B,  3524, 
3625,  and  3626  (see  Analysis  Area  3,  Fig.  3-2). 

Competition  between  sport  and  subsistence  hunters  is,  on  the  surface,  easy  to  quantify.  The 
public  perception  of  this  issue,  however,  is  not  as  easily  dealt  with.  In  the  Analysis  Area  3, 
DEIS,  page  94,  ADF&G  Hunter  Survey  data  is  provided.  For  example,  in  Harvest  Area  35 
subsistence  hunting  went  from  1,612  hunter  days  in  1985  to  1,335  in  1986  and  to  4,141  in  1987. 
This  is  an  impressive  257  percent  increase  in  3 years.  Considering  only  the  subsistence 
community  use  of  this  Harvest  Area,  the  competition  has  greatly  increased.  Sport  hunting  in  this 
same  area  went  from  644  hunter  days  in  1985,  to  1,108  in  1986,  to  2,266  in  1987.  This  represents 
a 352  percent  increase  in  the  same  3-year  period.  Combining  the  sport  and  subsistence  hunting 
increases,  a 284  percent  increase  in  hunting  days  in  this  Harvest  Area  is  realized. 

Hoonah  residents,  watching  the  tremendous  increase  of  hunters  arriving  and  leaving  by  ferry, 
are  greatly  concerned.  The  Subsistence  Hearing  Record  shows  that  there  is  considerable  worry 
about  the  increasing  numbers  of  outsiders  who  take  away  large  numbers  of  deer. 

The  data  on  page  94  of  the  Analysis  Area  3 DEIS  suggest  28  percent  of  the  hunters  in  1985  were 
sport  hunters,  compared  to  45  percent  in  1986,  and  35  percent  in  1987.  This  range  is  not  nearly 
as  impressive  as  the  total  increase  in  hunters  to  the  area.  However,  it  is  believed  that  the 
majority  of  hunters  are  sport  rather  than  subsistence  hunters  from  other  subsistence  communities. 

Some  who  commented  on  the  DSEIS  requested  Hunter  Survey  data  for  1988.  These  data  were  not 
available  during  the  formulation  of  the  Draft,  but  have  been  made  available  since. 

The  1988  Hunter  Survey  data  for  Harvest  Area  35  are  not  directly  comparable  to  previous  years’, 
because  ADF&G  has  redrawn  the  boundaries  of  the  major  and  minor  Harvest  Areas  in  Major 
Harvest  Areas  35  and  36. 

However,  1988  data  on  the  total  deer  harvest  in  Area  35  do  show  that  the  percentage  of  that 
harvest  which  was  taken  by  sport  hunters  decreased  significantly  in  that  year.  The  percentage 
of  the  total  deer  harvest  which  was  taken  by  sport  hunters  in  1987  was  42  percent.  In  1988,  this 
percentage  decreased  to  29  percent. 
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These  figures  illustrate  a dramatic  change,  most  likely  attributable  to  lower  bag  limits  and  shorter 
seasons  established  for  sport  hunters  by  ADF&G.  This,  in  turn,  suggests  that  ADF&G’s  use  of 
its  regulatory  authority  in  setting  bag  limits  and  seasons  can  greatly  mitigate  competition  between 
sport  and  subsistence  hunters. 

It  is  the  State  Board  of  Game  which  establishes  which  subsistence  communities  are  qualified  to 
hunt  in  this  and  other  game  units  for  subsistence  purposes.  The  Board  also  establishes  game 
limits  and  seasons  for  sport  hunters. 

The  Forest  Service  believes  the  Supplement  did  an  adequate  job  of  quantifying  concern  about 
brown  bears  in  the  DEIS.  Additional  information  and  discussion  of  this  issue  can  be  found  in 
Theme  Response  7,  the  FEIS,  and  the  ROD. 


Concern  for  the  Future 

Subsistence  Hearing  testimony  in  Hoonah  (testimony  of  Ernestine  Hanlon)  and  the  ADF&G  1987 
Deer  Hunter  Questionnaire  data  from  hunters  within  Southeast  Alaska  communities  helped 
provide  information  on  the  number  of  deer  hunters  believed  should  be  available  in  the  future. 
There  is  clearly  a desire  for  large  numbers  of  deer,  but  this  desire  probably  will  not  be  met  in 
future  years.  In  fact,  the  numbers  hoped  for  in  the  Hoonah  area  would  exceed  the  habitat 
capability  of  the  area,  even  without  logging  or  road  construction. 

The  FSEIS  responds  to  the  information  provided  by  the  users.  (To  compare  the  desired  number 
of  deer  to  the  pre-harvest  and  present  habitat  capability,  see  Exhibit  2,  Alaska  Legal  Services 
response  to  Draft  SEIS,  and  Analysis  Area  2,  Chapter  3,  page  31,  Table  3-13,  Draft  SEIS). 

Chapter  3 of  the  DSEIS  shows  the  current  habitat  capability  as  well  as  the  estimated  capability 
prior  to  recorded  timber  harvest  activities.  Chapter  4 of  the  DSEIS  shows  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  action  on  deer  habitat  capability  and  the  potential  for  further  reducing  the  number  of 
deer  the  area  can  support  (Analysis  Area  3,  for  example:  Chapter  3,  pages  37-38;  Chapter  4, 
pages  24-25). 

Based  upon  the  model  used,  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  harvest  units  proposed  for  cutting  in 
Analysis  Area  3 is  an  overall  reduction  of  1.4  percent  to  3.0  percent  in  potential  deer  numbers, 
depending  upon  the  alternative  being  considered.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  7.1  percent  reduction 
resulting  from  past  timber  harvest  on  private  lands  as  well  as  on  National  Forest  lands.  Using  the 
ADF&G  assumption  that  10  percent  of  the  total  deer  population  is  huntable,  changes  in  habitat 
projected  in  the  DSEIS  would  result  in  the  loss  of  8 to  19  huntable  deer  out  of  an  estimated  5,329 
deer  in  this  241,487  acre  analysis  area  (Analysis  Area3,  Chapter  1,  page  12;  Chapter  4,  page  27). 
This  reduction  is  equal  to  0.3  percent  to  0.8  percent  of  the  average  number  of  deer  harvested  in 
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the  area  over  the  past  4 years.  While  this  reduction  may  not  be  significant  by  itself,  it  signifies 
added  pressure  upon  the  supply  of  deer  demanded  by  sport  and  subsistence  hunters.  This  subject 
will  be  discussed  further  in  Theme  Response  5:  Subsistence. 

The  information  presented  in  the  DSEIS  clearly  indicates  that  the  habitat  capability  of  these 
areas  is  being  reduced  by  the  harvest  of  timber  from  Native  Corporation  lands  and  from  National 
Forest  lands.  Additional  mitigation  measures  resulting  from  public  input  during  the  Subsistence 
Hearings  have  been  added  to  the  FSEIS  and  ROD.  These  measures  include  permanent  closure  of 
some  secondary  roads,  seasonal  closure  of  some  primary  access  roads,  and  the  elimination  of  some 
harvest  units  to  protect  deer  habitat.  The  Draft  SEIS  Chapter  4,  pages  100  to  103  (Analysis  Area 
3)  further  describes  mitigation  measures  and  road  management  options  to  benefit  wildlife  habitat. 

Some  people  believe  that  roads  built  during  the  past  eight  years  by  Native  Corporations  and  the 
Forest  Service  have  contributed  to  the  increase  in  the  numbers  of  deer  harvested  (Hoonah 
Subsistence  Hearing  Record,  FSEIS  Consolidated  Appendix,  Volume  I,  B-3). 

The  DSEIS  shows  that  subsistence  and  sport  hunting  have  changed  as  a result  of  increased  public 
access.  This  access  begins  with  the  Alaska  State  Ferry  system  serving  Hoonah,  and  continues 
with  private  and  Forest  Service  road  connections  to  the  surrounding  forested  lands.  As  discussed 
earlier,  use  of  the  area  by  sport  and  subsistence  hunters  from  other  communities  has  increased. 
The  Forest  Service  agrees  that  roads  do  provide  easier  access  into  areas  for  sport  and  subsistence 
hunters  with  suitable  vehicles.  However,  the  roads  are  also  used  for  a variety  of  other  purposes, 
such  as  camping,  fishing,  berry  picking,  scenery  viewing,  and  firewood  and  other  gathering 
activities. 

The  data  and  models  do  indicate  that  roads  and  harvesting  contribute  to  the  decline,  but  the 
Forest  Service  does  not  agree  that  roads  or  timber  harvest  on  either  private  or  National  Forest 
lands  have  been  the  direct  cause  of  the  decline  of  deer  beyond  the  point  the  model  suggests  is  a 
sustainable  huntable  population. 

Deer  Winter  Range 

Harvest  in  areas  identified  as  critical  deer  winter  range  is  a concern  related  to  the  overall  issue 
of  habitat  capability  in  harvest  areas.  Public  response  to  this  issue  indicates  that  people  believe 
the  over-mature  timber  along  the  coastline  provides  the  necessary  habitat  for  deer  to  survive 
during  occasional  severe  winters. 

The  DSEIS  recognizes  the  value  of  high-volume  timber  stands  within  the  winter  range, 
particularly  under  the  800-foot  elevation  line.  (See  the  DSEIS  appendix  for  Suring  et  al.  deer 
model  assumptions  and  output  coefficients).  The  DSEIS  for  Analysis  Area  3,  for  example, 
displays  the  amount  of  old-growth  habitat  present  in  the  area  prior  to  any  recorded  timber 
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harvest,  as  well  as  the  amount  of  this  habitat  remaining  today  (Chapter  3,  pages  23-27).  Data 
presented  include  both  private  and  National  Forest  lands.  In  Chapter  4,  the  DSEIS  further  shows 
the  amount  of  change  in  this  habitat  that  would  result  from  projected  timber  harvest  on  private 
lands,  as  well  as  the  proposed  harvest  on  National  Forest  lands  by  the  alternatives  being  analyzed 
(Chapter  4,  pages  13-16,  22-27).  Chapter  4 concludes  with  estimates  of  possible  reductions  in 
deer  numbers  resulting  from  the  various  alternatives  (Page  27).  Chapter  2,  page  92,  summarizes 
the  effects  to  wildlife,  including  deer  winter  range.  The  Forest  Service  believes  the  DSEIS 
recognized  this  issue  and  has  adequately  discussed  it. 

Concerns  raised  about  the  reliability  of  the  data  used  in  this  analysis  and  the  models  used  to 
make  the  evaluations  presented  in  the  DSEIS  are  addressed  in  the  Theme  Response  9:  Wildlife 
Models  and  Data  Adequacy  Concerns.  The  FSEIS  includes  additional  data  and  analysis  in 
response  to  these  concerns. 

Snow  depth  and  temperature  were  at  least  moderately  severe  in  the  winter  of  1988.  Forecasts 
predicted  that  the  severe  weather  could  result  in  drastically  reduced  deer  populations.  (Memo 
from  John  Schoen  to  Dave  Anderson  1/9/89).  The  following  information  is  taken  from  a report 
presented  to  Regional  Forester  Barton  by  John  C.  Capp,  Director  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
Management  for  the  Alaska  Region,  dated  September  7,  1989: 

A Cooperative  Work  Statement  was  developed  in  January  1989  by  the  Alaska 
Region  of  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to 
monitor  deer  mortality  evident  during  the  winter  of  1988-89.  Concern  had  been 
expressed  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  that 
deep  snows  that  fell  in  early  winter  of  1988-89  might  contribute  to  increased  deer 
mortality.  The  field  surveys  were  conducted  following  general  guidelines 
provided  by  the  ADF&G.  These  surveys  consisted  of  one  mile  transects  along  or 
near  the  beach  which  for  the  most  part  were  established  by  the  Forest  Service  in 
the  1960’s.  The  following  is  a brief  summary  of  survey  results  by  Area: 

Chatham  Area:  24  miles  of  transects  were  conducted  on  Baranof  and  Chichagof 
Islands.  One  hundred  and  eight  dead  deer  were  located,  of  which  fawns 
comprised  37%,  adults  35%,  yearlings  1.8%  and  unknown  age  or  sex  26%. 
Number  of  dead  deer  per  transect  were  Peril  Straits  13,  Sitkoh  Bay  11,  Ford  Arm 
11,  Slocum  Arm  7,  Nakwasina  7,  West  of  Point  Craven  6,  N.  Moser  Island  5, 

Hanus  Bay  4 and  Long  Bay  4. 

Stikine  Area:  15  miles  of  transects  were  conducted.  Transects  with  deer  included 
Woronkski  Island  3,  December  Point  3,  Sand  Lake  1,  Castle  Rock  1.  Transects 
without  observed  mortality  included  Dewey  Anchorage,  St.  John  Harbor,  Anita 
Bay,  Twelvemile  Creek,  Totem  Bay,  Threemile  Arm  and  Bohemian. 
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Ketchikan  Area:  Six  transects  were  surveyed,  no  dead  deer  were  observed. 

The  implications  of  the  observed  mortality  are  complicated  by  variations  in  winter 
deer  range  condition  (poor  in  some  areas  on  Chichagof  and  Baranof).  The  data  do 
suggest  that  winter  mortality  was  slight  with  the  exception  of  Peril  Straights, 

Sitkoh  Bay,  Ford  Arm,  and  possibly  Nakwasina.  However,  even  within  these 
areas,  the  impact  of  the  observed  mortality  is  difficult  to  interpret  without 
estimates  of  "normal"  age  specific  deer  seasonal  mortality  rates  and  success  in 
prior  breeding  seasons.  Any  assessment  of  the  relation  of  habitat  type  and  age  to 
deer  mortality  will  be  limited  by  a lack  of  information  on  deer  population 
dynamics,  winter  range  conditions,  and  deer  nutrition/behavior/movements. 

In  summary,  the  winter  deer  kill  was  not  as  severe  as  had  been  predicted  in  earlier  press  releases. 


THEME  RESPONSE  8: 

PLANNING  RECORD  VERSUS  EIS  DISPLAY  OF  DATA 

Comments  were  made  concerning  the  need  for  more  resource  data  displayed  in  the  EIS  rather 
than  referring  the  reader  to  the  Planning  Record.  Respondents  indicated  a desire  to  have  that 
information  at  hand  so  they  could  better  assess  for  themselves  the  potential  resource  impacts  of 
proposed  harvest  units  and  roads. 


Response; 

The  preparation  of  the  DSEIS  focused  on  providing  environmental  information  and  data  useful 
to  decision  makers  and  the  public  by  emphasizing  the  significant  environmental  issues  and 
alternatives.  There  was  a focused  effort  to  provide  an  "analytic  rather  than  encyclopedic" 
environmental  impact  statements  to  foster  better  decisions  based  on  understanding  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  actions  (40  CFR  1500.4  (b)). 

It  is  not  practicable  to  reproduce  literally  hundreds  of  resource  maps  within  an  SEIS,  and  to  do 
so  would  compromise  the  readability  of  the  document.  The  process  used  by  the  Forest  Service 
is  consistent  with  40  CFR  1500.1  (b),  1500.2  (b),  and  1500.4  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (f). 

The  Planning  Record  is  the  appropriate  repository  for  all  data  included  as  reference  material  in 
the  EIS  process  "when  the  effect  will  be  to  cut  down  on  bulk  without  impeding  agency  and 
public  review  of  the  action"  (CEQ  1502.21).  This  is  also  consistent  with  CEQ  Regulations  1502.2, 
"Tiering,"  and  1502.21,  "Incorporating  by  Reference."  Within  the  DSEIS  Glossary,  page  10, 
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Planning  Record  (Analysis  Area  3),  "The  record  contains  many  forms  of  data,  maps,  reports. ..in 
the  planning  process."  The  Planning  Record  can  be  viewed  at  Forest  Service  field  offices  in 
Petersburg,  and  Sitka,  Alaska  as  well  as  the  Regional  office  in  Juneau,  Alaska. 

In  response  to  public  comment,  all  the  Unit  Cards  for  the  proposed  harvest  units  and  roads  are 
now  included  in  the  FSEIS  Appendices.  These  Unit  Cards  contain  much  of  the  additional  data 
requested. 


THEME  RESPONSE  9: 

WILDLIFE  MODELS  AND  DATA  ADEQUACY  CONCERNS 

Certain  consensus  models  were  used  in  the  Supplement  to  determine  the  changing  habitat 
capability  of  the  forest  for  deer,  marten,  and  brown  bear.  Concerns  were  expressed  about  using 
models  for  this  purpose,  as  opposed  to  gaining  more  site-specific  information  on  populations  and 
use  areas.  The  models  used  rely  upon  a set  of  data  and  assumptions.  Some  people  expressed 
opposition  to  the  data  and/or  assumptions  being  used. 

Specific  concerns  included:  that  the  models  used  in  the  Draft  Supplement  for  deer,  marten,  and 
brown  bear  habitat  are  "not  the  best  available. ..The  habitat  models  have  been  overly  simplified 
in  comparison  to  state-of-the-art  models  that  forecast  wildlife  populations."  The  State  did  not 
agree  with  the  criteria  used  to  determine  deer  winter  range  in  the  Draft  Supplement  because, 
"Use  of  such  criteria  results  in  a misleading  analysis  and  consequent  underestimation  of  the 
impact  of  logging  on  deer,  and  other  old-growth  dependent  species  such  as  marten." 

Others  felt  that  the  accuracy  of  the  habitat  inventory  database  used  for  the  habitat  capability 
estimates  is  uncertain,  and  that  the  habitat  capability  models  used  for  assessing  deer,  marten,  and 
brown  bear  habitat  need  more  documentation. 

Finally,  some  pointed  out  that  the  marten  habitat  capability  assessment  did  not  include  impacts 
of  roading. 

Response: 

Those  who  said  that  the  habitat  models  were  not  the  best  available  failed  to  provide  a precise 
description  of  what  other  models  they  were  referring  to.  The  Suring,  et  al.  deer  model,  described 
in  the  Appendix  of  each  Phase  II  volume,  is  a version  of  the  model  being  developed  to  assess 
habitat  capability  for  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  in  the  revision  of  the  Tongass  Land  Management 
Plan.  (We  have  also  added  descriptive  information  to  the  FSEIS  Appendix  for  the  brown  bear 
and  pine  marten  models  used  in  the  DEIS.) 
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The  variables  that  will  eventually  be  used  in  the  revision  model  include:  habitat  (overstory 
species,  volume  class  and  successional  stage),  aspect  (i.e.  north  and  south),  elevation  less  than  800 
feet,  800-1500  feet  on  south  aspect,  800-1200  feet  on  north  aspect  and  greater  than  1200  and 
1500  feet  on  north  and  south  aspects  respectively,  effect  of  predators,  and  winter  severity.  The 
database  that  drives  this  model  is  being  developed  and  stored  in  the  Forest  Service  Geographical 
Information  System  (G.I.S.).  This  database  was  unavailable  during  the  Phase  II  analysis  process 
and  is  still  unavailable  at  this  time. 

In  preparation  of  the  Supplement,  the  database  that  was  available  included:  habitat  (volume  class 
and  successional  stage);  elevation  above  and  below  800  feet  for  all  units  in  Analysis  Area  12,  and 
a sample  of  those  units  in  Analysis  Area  2,  Analysis  Area  3,  Analysis  Area  6;  effect  of  predators; 
and  winter  severity.  Only  winter  range  was  evaluated  during  the  SEIS  effort,  because  winter  is 
assumed  to  be  the  most  limiting  season  for  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  throughout  the  area  (Hanley 
and  McKendrick,  1985).  The  coefficients  for  the  model  are  described  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Supplement,  along  with  a discussion  of  the  variability  of  the  data.  The  deer  model  can  be  applied 
to  a specific  site  for  evaluating  probable  impact  to  habitat  capability  for  periods  of  0 to  25  years 
and  for  periods  in  excess  of  25  years. 

The  additive  effects  of  harvest  units  within  a give  VCU  were  thereby  calculated  and  presented 
in  the  DSEIS  . The  balance  of  the  VCU  capability  in  unharvested  timber  stands  and  the 
cumulative  changes  of  past,  present,  and  reasonable  foreseeable  effects  were  also  calculated  and 
displayed.  A sensitivity  analysis  of  the  various  model  elements  was  also  provided  in  Table  2 of 
the  model  description. 

Is  this  the  best,  state-of-the-art  model  available?  Was  it  the  only  model  that  could  have  been 
used?  The  Report  to  the  Interagency  Wildlife  Habitat  Technical  Committee,  Evaluation  of  Deer 
Models  for  Southeastern  Alaska  (T.A.Hanlev.  M.D.  Kirchhoff,  L.H.  Suring:  1986),  discusses  three 
models  and  compares  them  in  terms  of  their  purpose,  major  assumptions,  scope  of  use,  testability, 
and  potential  usefulness  for  forest  management.  "The  3 models  are:  (1)  the  correlational  model 
of  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (Schoen  et  al.  1985);  (2)  the  Habitat  Suitability 
Model  of  the  Ketchikan  Area  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  (Suring  and  Prather  1985)  which 
was  the  initial  version  of  the  model  used  in  the  Supplement;  and  (3)  the  Southeast  Alaska 
Multiresource  Model  (SAMM)  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Experiment  Station  (Fight  et  al.,  in 
prep)." 

The  model  used  in  the  Supplement  was  based  on  Suring  and  Prather’s  1985  model.  The 
conclusions  reached  in  this  paper  can  be  summarized  as  follows:  "Each  of  the  three  models  has 
its  own  unique  strengths:  simplicity  and  quick  predictions  in  the  case  of  the  habitat  preference 
model;  ability  to  facilitate  communication  and  cooperation  in  the  case  of  the  habitat  suitability 
model;  and  the  conceptual  approach  of  cause-and-effect  relationships  leading  to  greater 
knowledge  in  SAMM.  Each  also  has  its  weaknesses.  The  major  weaknesses  principally  involve 
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the  underlying  assumptions,  lack  of  data  (too  much  speculation),  and/or  inability  to  test  the 
model." 

On  the  surface,  the  SAMM  is  "by  far  the  most  realistic  and  conceptually-sound  approach  of  any 
of  the  three  current  models.  Because  data  on  many  of  the  key  relationships  are  nonexistent  or 
incomplete,  however,  the  model  is  mostly  speculative.  And  despite  its  already  great  complexity, 
most  of  the  key  relationships  are  highly  simplified  representations  of  complex  processes.  SAMM 
is  meant  to  be  applied  at  a landscape  level  and  over  a period  of  several  years  ...  but  it  is  unlikely 
that  SAMM  will  be  a good  predictive  model,  at  least  not  in  the  near  future." 

In  theory,  the  "state  of  the  art"  in  modeling  may  very  well  be  the  SAMM  approach.  But  the 
model  is  data  intensive  and  would  have  to  be  loaded  using  information  less  precise  than  the 
output  of  the  model  would  suggest. 

The  Supplement  chose  to  use  a more  simplified  model  which  also  has  its  weaknesses.  "The 
testability  of  this  model  is  the  lowest  of  all  three  current  models.  Very  few  of  its  key 
relationships  can  be  tested  independently.  More  importantly,  the  procedure  used  for  combining 
independent  coefficients  into  one  final  matrix  makes  the  model  virtually  untestable  ...  Only 
through  repeatedly  satisfactory  trials  over  a wide  range  of  possible  conditions  can  confidence  be 
obtained  in  the  model’s  validity.  An  additional,  major  complication  is  that,  like  the  habitat 
preference  model,  predictions  of  potential  relative  carrying  capacities  are  not  comparable  to 
estimates  of  relative  existing  densities  of  deer."  Hence  a conclusion  that  none  of  the  available 
models  is  inherently  better  than  another. 

The  Supplement  required  a model  that  could  rapidly  evaluate  deer  habitat  data  and  communicate 
that  data  in  clear  and  relevant  terms.  The  IDT  believes  the  latest  version  of  the  Suring,  et  al. 
model  meets  those  requirements.  The  model  was  developed  by  a joint  task  force  of  biologists 
from  the  ADF&G  and  the  Forest  Service,  and  represents  a consensus  approach  to  current 
modeling  needs. 

A question  remains  as  to  the  adequacy  of  such  models  for  project  planning  efforts  such  as  the 
Supplement.  Section  1502.22  of  CEQ  Regulations  addresses  "incomplete  or  unavailable 
information".  The  test  appears  to  be  whether  the  available  data  adequately  supports  a reasoned 
choice  among  alternatives  being  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  The  desire  for  more  precise  information 
to  drive  models  such  as  Suring,  et  al.  is  commonly  stated.  The  Supplement  IDT  believes  the  data 
and  model  used  pass  the  test  of  providing  a common  basis  for  supporting  a reasoned  choice 
among  the  alternatives  being  analyzed  in  the  Supplement. 
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Brown  Bear  Models 

A consensus  brown  bear  model,  developed  for  the  TLMP  Revision  effort,  was  used  to  evaluate 
the  current  situation  in  Analysis  Area  3 and  to  project  possible  future  impacts  of  proposed 
Supplement  actions  (USFS  2600  memo  to  Newhouse  by  Suring,  2/10/89.  See  FSEIS  Appendix). 
The  habitat  suitability  section  of  the  model  is  sensitive  to:  forest  type  (>30  MBF/acre;  8-30 
MBF/acre;  non-commercial  forest;  second  growth  forest;  clearcut;  other).  The  coefficients 
presented  are  based  upon  work  done  by  John  Schoen,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(1988  Habitat  Capability  Model  for  Brown  Bear  in  Southeast  Alaska  Draft).  Suitability  index 
values  were  then  modified  for  road  density  impact  and  mortality  factors.  Mortality  factors 
include  habitat  distance  to  villages,  logging  camps,  and  open  garbage  dumps.  The  summary  of 
results  from  the  model  provides  an  estimate  of  numbers  of  bears  by  VCU,  followed  by  projected 
decline  in  numbers  of  bears  for  disturbance  effects  of  camps,  villages,  and  roads. 

In  Analysis  Area  3,  the  model  projected  a current  habitat  capability  of  292  bears,  which  then 
declines  to  131  bears  based  upon  present  disturbance  effects.  Is  this  model  the  "best  available"? 
(See  the  above  discussion  evaluating  deer  models).  The  Supplement  IDT  believes  this  model  is 
the  only  model  in  existence  pertaining  specifically  to  brown  bears  in  Southeast  Alaska.  The 
reader  is  reminded  of  previous  discussions  concerning  the  weaknesses  of  all  such  predictive 
consensus  models. 

Pine  Marten 

The  pine  marten  model  used  in  the  DSEIS  (Assessment  of  Winter  Habitat  Capability  for  Marten 
in  Southeast  Alaska.  Suring,  et  al.  1988,  3/20/89  Review  Draft)  has  been  added  to  the  FSEIS 
Consolidated  Appendix.  The  variables  incorporated  into  the  model  include:  habitat  (upland, 
beach/riparian,  timber  volume  class,  four  successional  stages  of  seedling/sapling,  poletimber, 
young  growth  sawtimber  and  old  growth);  elevation  less  than  800  feet,  800-1500  feet,  greater 
than  1500  feet;  road  density. 

The  database  available  at  the  time  of  the  DSEIS  did  not  include  all  of  these  variables,  so  the 
model  was  modified  to  use  the  data  that  was  available.  Data  missing  at  the  time  of  the  DSEIS 
included:  upland  v.s.  riparian/beach;  two  second  growth  categories,  elevations  above  1500  feet, 
and  road  density.  Of  these,  road  density  data  are  now  available  and  are  further  evaluated  in  the 
FEIS.  The  output  of  the  model  used  in  the  DSEIS  for  Analysis  Area  2,  3 and  6 is  a weighted 
index  value  and  the  number  of  marten  varies  by  habitat.  The  weighting  of  values  is  based  upon 
the  proportion  of  habitat  above  and  below  800  feet  elevation,  as  sampled  on  seven  quadrangle 
maps.  The  index  value  and  number  of  marten  for  Analysis  Area  12  were  based  upon  the  G.I.S. 
database  for  the  entire  Analysis  Area. 
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Is  this  the  best  pine  marten  model  available?  See  the  previous  discussion  on  deer  models.  To 
the  direct  knowledge  of  the  Supplement  IDT,  this  is  the  only  model  in  existence  specific  to  pine 
marten  in  Southeast  Alaska.  However,  the  literature  cited  does  rely  heavily  upon  pine  marten 
research  done  outside  of  Alaska.  The  reader  is  reminded  of  previous  discussions  concerning  the 
weaknesses  of  all  such  predictive  consensus  models. 

The  Forest  Service  assumes  the  concern  about  the  criteria  used  to  determine  deer  winter  range 
applies  to  the  sampling  process  used  in  the  Supplement  to  determine  the  amount  of  acres  already 
cut  in  Analysis  Area  2,  Analysis  Area  3,  and  Analysis  Area  6 that  fall  above  and  below  the  800 
foot  elevation  criterion.  The  Forest  Service  performed  a 100  percent  sample  of  all  existing 
harvest  units  within  the  quadrangle  with  the  highest  amount  of  timber  harvest  in  Analysis  Area 
3.  Similarly,  the  northeast,  northwest,  and  southeast  portions  of  the  most  heavily  harvested 
quadrangle  in  Analysis  Area  2 was  100  percent  sampled,  as  were  three  1/4  quadrangles  in 
Analysis  Area  6.  The  sampling  process  used  was  for  past  harvest  figures  only,  and  thus  would 
not  influence  the  projected  effect  for  proposed  harvest  units. 

There  are  some  State  biologists  who  feel  that  this  sampling  process  may  have  produced  invalid 
results.  It  is  unlikely  that  any  sampling  process  will  provide  a totally  accurate  representation  of 
the  whole.  In  the  case  of  Analysis  Area  3,  the  Planning  Record  shows  7,744  acres  harvested  prior 
to  the  analysis.  Of  this  total,  4,778  acres  occurred  in  the  Sitka  D-4  Quadrangle.  The  Supplement 
evaluated  100  percent  of  these  units  for  the  variable  of  above  and  below  800  foot  elevation  for 
use  in  the  model.  Thus,  the  sample  for  the  entire  Analysis  Area  3 was  62  percent  of  the  total 
acreage  harvested  to  date.  The  potential  impact  of  a significant  error  in  this  one  part  of  the 
model  can  be  assessed  by  reviewing  Chapter  3,  pages  37-18,  which  provides  an  estimate  of 
change  in  deer  numbers  in  percent,  as  a result  of  past  timber  harvest. 

On  National  Forest  lands,  the  current  range  of  change  is  0 to  15.4  percent  with  an  average  of  less 
than  5 percent  for  the  18  VCUs  listed.  Thus,  if  the  62  percent  sample  used  provided,  by  some 
slight  chance,  a dramatic  error  in  evaluating  the  past  harvest  units  in  relation  to  the  800  foot 
elevation  variable,  only  5 percent  on  average  of  the  potential  deer  numbers  within  this  one 
portion  of  the  model  might  be  affected. 

In  the  absence  of  more  precisely  stated  concerns,  the  IDT  concludes  that  this  sample  was 
adequate  to  support  the  model  evaluation  of  past  harvest  impact  upon  deer  winter  range. 
Further,  the  IDT  concludes  the  database  used  would  provide  consistent  evaluation  of  one 
alternative  against  another  alternative  within  the  Supplement.  For  purposes  of  comparison,  then, 
the  model  used  was  adequate. 

The  basis  for  concern  about  the  accuracy  of  the  habitat  inventory  database  relates  to  the  timber 
database  displayed  in  the  Supplement  and  prior  information  provided  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
concerning  the  TLMP  timber  points  information. 
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The  Supplement  in  Analysis  Area  12  displayed  MELP  data  that  was  acquired  during  project 
planning  efforts  on  Kuiu  Island.  This  data  is  primarily  from  stand  examinations  which  are 
statistically  sound  for  sampling  the  localized  timber  types.  These  examinations  do  not  provide 
a statistically  sound  sample  for  the  whole  Forest,  but  can  provide  verification  data  for  individual 
photo  point  interpretations  made  during  the  TLMP  process. 

TLMP  points  data  were  statistically  designed  to  provide  information  necessary  to  calculate  the 
Allowable  Sale  Quantity  from  the  forest  as  a whole.  The  data  are  not  statistically  sound  for  use 
at  the  project  level,  but  do  provide  baseline  data  for  comparison  of  alternatives  being  compared 
at  a VCU  level.  The  Supplement  is  designed  to  analyze  the  more  site-specific  information,  where 
available,  in  projecting  effects  of  proposed  actions.  For  Analysis  Area  12,  this  meant  using 
MELP  data  in  the  Supplement.  Analysis  Areas  2,  3 and  6 did  not  have  the  stand  examination 
information  available  in  sufficient  quantity  to  support  its  use  in  the  Supplement.  Therefore,- 
TLMP  points  data  was  used  as  the  baseline  for  comparison  of  alternatives. 

A second  part  of  this  concern  relates  to  difference  in  TLMP  data  supplied  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
in  April  of  1987  and  the  TLMP  data  presented  in  the  Supplement.  On  the  surface  it  would 
appear  that  TLMP  timber  data  would  not  change  over  time.  The  TLMP  data  provided  to  the 
State  in  1987  was  digitized  Timber  Type  Map  information.  The  Supplement  used  TLMP  Photo 
Points  data.  There  is  a difference  between  the  two  databases.  Timber  Type  data  is  basic 
inventory  information  which,  as  the  term  suggests,  types  the  timber  stands  on  a forest-wide  basis. 
It  maps  100  percent  of  the  timber  stands  based  upon  a Continuous  Forest  Inventory  process.  This 
database  is  the  most  intensive  timber  information  available,  but  contains  no  other  resource  data, 
nor  does  it  address  the  operability  of  the  timber  being  inventoried.  As  such,  it  can  not  be  used 
to  extrapolate  resource  interaction  data  for  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

TLMP  Photo  Points  data  are  a statistical  sample  of  land  type  information  which  considered 
timber  as  well  as  other  resource  information,  such  as  wildlife  habitat  and  visuals.  This  database 
also  sampled  the  operability  of  the  timber  being  evaluated.  The  Photo  Points  were  taken  on  a 
random  grid  basis  where  each  photo  point  represented  approximately  80  acres.  Thus,  the  Photo 
Point  process  became  the  basis  for  multi-resource  evaluations  in  the  TLMP  process  and  provided 
a similar  basis  for  project  planning  efforts  such  as  the  Supplement.  The  databases  are  therefore 
different,  and  should  not  be  expected  to  provide  exactly  the  same  information. 

Definition  of  Winter  Range 

The  definition  of  winter  range  used  in  the  1986-90  EIS  is  subject  of  discussion  within  the  Appeal 
process  for  that  EIS  (ongoing).  Volume  III,  page  GL-2,  provides  the  definition  for  winter  range 
as  found  in  the  1986-90  Wildlife  Resource  Report.  Exhaustive  discussion  of  this  issue  can  be 
found  in  the  Administrative  Appeal  Record  for  the  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society 
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Appeal,  pages  48-62,  incorporated  here  by  reference  to  avoid  voluminous  presentation  of 
material.  Given  the  deer  model  used  in  the  Supplement,  the  issues  raised  in  this  appeal  are 
essentially  moot.  The  variables  the  model  relies  upon  for  predicting  cause-and-effect 
relationships  no  longer  rely  upon,  "(a)  overstory  characteristics  which  increase  snow  interception, 
(b)  productive  plant  understories,  and  (c)  certain  elevational  and  distance-f rom-coast  constraints." 
(Appellant  Reason  II.C.1.2a,  page  48.) 

The  pine  marten  model  used  did  not  include  the  effects  of  roading.  See  prior  discussion. 
However,  even  with  the  absence  of  modeling  road  impacts  in  the  DEIS,  the  Supplement 
recognized  the  potential  effects  of  roading  upon  this  furbearer  (Analysis  Area  3,  Chapter  3, 
page  43,  Chapter  4,  page  28  and  78).  The  issue  of  road  access  providing  additional  opportunities 
for  trapping  is  now  quantified  within  the  model  and  presented  in  the  FSEIS. 

The  Forest  Service  would  agree  that  road  access  is  the  limiting  factor  to  pine  marten  populations. 
The  roads  provide  access  to  trappers,  as  well  as  to  other  forest  users.  State  game  regulations 
provide  for  the  amount  of  animals  taken  for  their  fur  in  any  given  year,  and  describe  how  these 
animals  may  be  taken.  The  use  of  motorized  vehicles  for  this  purpose  is  currently  an  authorized 
practice  under  State  regulations.  Together,  the  policies  of  the  State  and  the  forest  road-use 
policies  of  private  corporations  as  well  as  the  Forest  Service  will  be  instrumental  in  determining 
future  pine  marten  populations  within  the  analysis  areas  covered  by  the  Supplement. 
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The  Forest  Service  received  a total  of  239  written  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS.  In  review- 
ing these  comments,  we  found  that  most  of  the  issues  of  public  concern  fell  within  several 
broad  categories,  or  “themes”.  We  have  utilized  the  option  under  CEQ  regulations  40 
C.F.R.  1503.4(b)  to  summarize  the  content  of  public  comments  when  response  is  excep- 
tionally voluminous.  Seven  letters  were  chosen  for  detailed  individual  responses  and  the 
remainder  are  dealt  with  thematically. 

Most  of  the  comments  were  concerned  with  proposals  to  harvest  timber  in  areas  that  are 
currently  under  Congressional  consideration  for  designation  as  Wilderness.  The  next  most 
frequently  cited  concern  was  in  regard  to  timber  harvest  in  subsistence  use  areas.  Some 
comments  touched  on  the  public  involvement  process  associated  with  this  SEIS  process, 
particularly  the  timing  of  the  Subsistence  Hearings.  A few  of  the  letters  expressed  concern 
over  brown  bear  viability.  Some  comments  expressed  general  opinions  about  forest  man- 
agement issues  and  practices,  and  did  not  pertain  to  substantive  issues  within  the  scope  of 
this  SEIS. 

A summary  of  the  major  themes  and  our  response  to  each  can  be  found  in  the  Consolidated 
Appendix,  Volume  II,  C-3. 
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Avrum  M.  Gross 
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William  Dunn 
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Robert  Fagen 

✓ 
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John  R.  Howe 

✓ 
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Luann  McVey 
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Darryl  Evans 
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Don  Bremner 
Yakutat  A.N.B.  Camp 

✓ 
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Robin  Hiersche 

/ 
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14 

Robert  Reinaker 

/ 

15 

Patricia  Sever 

✓ 

✓ 

16 

Florian  Sever 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

17 

Florian  Sever 

Foundation  for  the  Protection 
of  the  Common  People 

✓ 

✓ 

/ 

18 

Angella  Gibbons 
Glacier  Bay  Sea  Kayaks 

✓ 

19 

James  R.  Mackovjak 
Point  Adolphus  Seafoods 

✓ 

20 

Terry  Romero 

✓ 

21 

John  Geldhof 

✓ 

22 

Richard  A.  Steele 

✓ 

/ 

23 

Tim  Blust 

✓ 

✓ 

24 

Nancy  Barr 

✓ 

✓ 

25 

Ernestine  Hanlon 

✓ 

✓ 

26 

Rosalind  Kaplan,  MD 

✓ 

27 

Scott  D.  Brylinsky 

✓ 

28 

Lawrence  Kaplan,  MD 

✓ 

29 

David  Lesh 
Gustavus  Inn 

✓ 

30 

Barbara  D.  Tipton 

✓ 

31 

Doug  Bridge 
Glacier  Bay  Sea  Kayaks 

/ 

32 

Bonnie  Kaden 

✓ 

33 

Judy  Brakel 

✓ 

✓ 

34 

Becky  Long 

✓ 

/ 

35 

Alice  C.  Hanson 

✓ 

✓ 

36 

John  Schultz 

✓ 

✓ 

37 

Beverly  Richardson 

✓ 

38 

Bruce  Blake 

✓ 

✓ 

39 

Marilyn  Kwock 

✓ 

✓ 

40 

Doris  L.  Howe 

✓ 

/ 

✓ 

41 

Kara  Berg 

✓ 

42 

Gregory  P.  Streveler 

/ 

44 

Robert  L.  Mills 

✓ 
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45 

Jimmy  Rosenbruch 
Glacier  Guides,  Inc. 

/ 

46 

Donald  Greenberg 

✓ 

✓ 

47 

48 

George  Wuerthner 
Lois  G.  Hiller 

✓ 

✓ 

49 

Judy  Mosset 

/ 

50 

Krys  Cianciarulo 

/ 

51 

Bill  Glude 

✓ 

✓ 

52 

Frank  Norris 

✓ 

✓ 

53 

Frank  L.  Spreyer 

✓ 

✓ 

55 

Elinor  B.  Harvey,  MD 

✓ 

56 

Donald  K.  Freedman 

✓ 

57 

Katya  Kirsch 

✓ 

/ 

58 

J.  Ebbem 

✓ 

59 

Kent  Bover 

✓ 

✓ 

60 

Sheri  L.  Donaldson 

✓ 

61 

Hansjorg  Wyss 

✓ 

62 

Mr.  Kim  Turley 

/ 

✓ 

63 

Kate  K.  Stafford 
Dragonfly  Studios 

✓ 

64 

Jim  Rehfeldt 

✓ 

✓ 

65 

N.  A.  Roth 

✓ 

✓ 

66 

Don  Muller 

/ 

/ 

67 

Marie  E.  Popomil 

/ 

68 

Richard  M.  Famell 

/ 

✓ 

69 

Francis  M.  Wheat 

✓ 

✓ 

70 

Rex  Blazer 
Northern  Alaska 
Environmental  Center 

✓ 

/ 

71 

Eldon  & Pauline  Lee 
Pollee  Artworks 

✓ 

72 

Peter  Branson 

✓ ✓ 

✓ 

73 

Patricia  Redmond,  PE 
Michael  Redmond,  PE 

✓ 

74 

Dean  & Edna  Williams 

✓ 

✓ 

75 

Chris  S.  Kent 

✓ 

✓ 
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76 

Lesley  S.  Kempsell 

✓ ✓ 

77 

Doris  Borhauer 

✓ / 

78 

James  F.  Ginley 

✓ 

✓ 

79 

Mollie  Matteson 

✓ ✓ 

80 

Maureen  Johnson 

✓ ✓ 

81 

Jan  Cianciarulo 

✓ 

82 

Cathie  Radman 

✓ ✓ 

83 

Lois  & Ward  Irwin 

✓ / 

84 

Stan  Renfro 

✓ ✓ 

85 

Tom  Bean 

✓ 

86 

Tom  O.  Moody 

✓ ✓ 

87 

Chuck  Rice 
Heidi  Robichaud 

✓ / 

88 

Rebecca  J.  Knight 

✓ ✓ 

89 

Priscilla  Luckow 

✓ 

90 

Ellin  London 

✓ 

91 

Bernard  Davis 

/ 

92 

Lori-Anne  Russo 
Bruce  Abedon 

✓ 

93 

Mike  Mosset 

✓ ✓ 

94 

Robert  Bamack 

✓ 

95 

Richard  A.  Givens 

✓ ✓ 

96 

Janet  Wallin 

✓ ✓ 

97 

Gale  Page 

Smithsonian  Air  & Space 

✓ ✓ 

98 

Hector  & Grace  Ceschi 

✓ / 

99 

Frances  H.  Waid 

/ ✓ 

100 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Philip  C.  Hoffman 

/ ✓ 

101 

Curt  Terall 

✓ ✓ 

102 

Jerry  Dzugan 

Alaska  Wyldewind  Charters 

✓ ✓ 

103 

Conrad  Muller 

✓ 

104 

Natasha  I.  Calvin 

✓ 

✓ ✓ 

105 

Richard  Powers 

106 

Richard  C.  Wilson 

✓ 

Letter  No. 

Author’s  Name/ 
Affiliation 

Theme  Responses 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

107 

Doris  A.  McKee 

✓ / 

108 

Robert  McKee 

✓ / 

109 

Syd  Wright 

✓ 

110 

Peter  & Linda  Enticknap 

✓ 

111 

Evelyn  K.  Shearer 

✓ 

112 

George  Imbsen 

/ ✓ 

113 

Gene  H.  Skorbo 

✓ ✓ 

114 

Frank  Smith 

/ ✓ 

115 

June  Weinstock 

✓ ✓ 

116 

Sarah  K.  Highland 

/ / 

117 

Lucille  Merrill 

✓ ✓ 

118 

Harry  & Jean  Brown 

✓ 

119 

Richard  K.  Nelson 

✓ / 

120 

Karen  Coulter 

✓ ✓ 

121 

Paul  Barnes 

✓ ✓ 

122 

Susan  B.  Phillips 

✓ ✓ 

123 

John  R.  Swanson 

/ ✓ 

124 

Carol  Dejka 

✓ ✓ 

125 

Gregory  M.  Johns 
Spirit  Walker  Expeditions 

/ ✓ 

126 

Scott  S.  Lowe 

✓ ✓ 

127 

Gordon  Benner 

✓ 

128 

J.  Mike  Monasmith 

✓ ✓ 

129 

Kim  Ney 

✓ ✓ 

130 

Wayne  Howell 

✓ 

131 

Vickie  Bakker 
Alaska  Center  for 
the  Environment 

✓ / 

132 

Elizabeth  E.  Taylor 
Elizabeth  Eyre  Taylor 
Real  Estate 

✓ 

133 

Michael  Clark 

134 

Joan  & Samuel  McBeen 

/ 

135 

Susan  Watson 

✓ ✓ 

136 

Mark  L.  Mickelson 

✓ ✓ 

137 

Ray  Troll 
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138 

Dr.  Lawrence  D.  Kirsch 

/ 

/ 

139 

Kathy  Coghill 

✓ 

✓ 

140 

Pat  Kaczmarek 

/ 

✓ 

141 

Ralph  A.  Wells 

✓ 

142 

James  D.  Marks 

✓ 

143 

Indra  Melrucoue 

✓ 

144 

David  A.  Ford 

/ 

145 

Melissa  Connor 

✓ 

146 

Connie  C.  Barlow 

✓ 

✓ 

147 

Anne  M.  Gangle 

✓ 

✓ 

148 

Robert  J.  McLaughlin 

✓ 

149 

Sylvia  Geraghty 

✓ 

150 

Charles  L.  Vorce 

/ 

✓ 

151 

Chris  Valle-Riestia 

✓ 

✓ 

152 

Alan  Carlton 

/ 

153 

William  C.  Leighty 
Gold  Creek  Salmon  Bake 

✓ 

✓ 

154 

Kathy  Streveler 

/ 

155 

Craig  W.  Farrington 

✓ 

156 

Doug  Sanvik 

✓ 

/ 

157 

Michael  McIntosh 
The  Boat  Comapny,  Ltd 

/ 

✓ 

158 

Chad  W.  Gibson 

✓ 

159 

James  C.  Lesh 

Gustavus  Community  Association 

✓ 

160 

Robert  E.  Howe 

✓ 

✓ 

161 

David  F.  Koschman 

✓ 

✓ 

162 

George  & Lynne  Jensen 

/ 

✓ 

163 

Robert  J.  Ellis 

/ 

164 

Danica  Thomas 

✓ 

✓ 

165 

Bethana  F.  Mitchell 

/ 

✓ 

166 

Arthur  L.  Kimball 

✓ 

✓ 

167 

Sean  Lyon 

✓ 

168 

Lisa  McLaren 

/ 

✓ 

169 

Sally  Kabisch 

✓ 

/ 
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170 

Russ  Christensen 

✓ 

✓ 

171 

Carole  Baker 

✓ 

172 

Kate  Boesser 

✓ 

/ 

173 

Dan  Thorington 

✓ 

174 

Jim  Ferdy 

175 

Helen  A.  Fisher 

✓ 

✓ 

176 

Tom  Swan 

✓ 

✓ 

111 

Terri  L. 

178 

Daniel  Henry 

/ 

✓ 

179 

Tina  Green 

✓ 

✓ 

180 

Nancy  Ratner 

✓ 

181 

Brian  Champlain 

✓ 

✓ 

182 

J.  E.  Henry 

✓ 

✓ 

183 

Bradley  Reese 

184 

Florence  L.  Orth 

✓ 

✓ 

185 

Mary  Ellen  Cuthbertson 

/ ✓ 

✓ 

186 

Bill  Rotecki 

✓ 

187 

Mary  Grisco 

✓ 

✓ 

188 

Sarah  W.  Murphy 

✓ 

189 

Peter  Butz 
Wilderness  Cruises 

✓ 

190 

Lisa  S.  Gough 

✓ 

191 

Mr.  Murphy,  Jr. 

✓ 

192 

Alan  Lupel 

✓ 

193 

Eil  Clark 

✓ 

194 

Deborah  D.  Woodruff 

✓ 

. 195 

Charles  L.,  Chuck  D. 
& Sandra  L.  Schroth 
Puffin  Travel 

✓ 

196 

Aimee  Zoumang 

✓ 

197 

Michael  Russell 

✓ 

198 

Fred  C.  Howe 

/ 

199 

Fred  C.  & Gregory  Howe 

✓ 

200 

Andrew  Blich 

✓ 

201 

Henry  Leon 

✓ 
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202 

Jan  Nash 

Alaska  Environmental  Lobby 

✓ 

203 

Max  Goyle 

✓ 

204 

Robert  Bell 

✓ 

205 

Robert  M.  Langsenkamp 

/ 

206 

Matt  Brakel 

207 

Eric  Buerger 

✓ 

✓ 

208 

Barbara  T.  Dubiel 

/ 

209 

Rob  Burnett 

✓ 

✓ 

210 

Toni  McPherson 

/ 

211 

Laura  N.  Smith 

✓ 

/ 

212 

James  H.  Carlson 

✓ 

✓ 

213 

John  & Sharon  Nelson 

✓ 

✓ 

214 

Matthew  Tocchini 

✓ 

✓ 

215 

David  C.  Ramirez 

✓ 

✓ 

216 

Kyle  Bemingham 

✓ 

✓ 

217 

Douglas  Bevington 

✓ 

✓ 

218 

Jeffrey  A.  Wright 

/ 

✓ 

219 

Pili  Goddard 

✓ 

✓ 

220 

George  Hontalas 

✓ 

✓ 

221 

Mark  K.  Kirchhoff 

✓ 

✓ 

222 

Dr.  & Mrs.  Craig  M.  Peterson 

✓ 

/ 

223 

Sven-Olof  Lindblad 
Special  Expeditions 

✓ 

224 

Mark  R.  Johnston 

Alaska  Coalition  of  Washington 

/ 

✓ 

225 

Robert  P.  Wagner1 
City  of  Tenakee  Springs 

✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

226 

Nevette  Bowen 

✓ 

✓ 

227 

Kathryn  Troll 
Southeast  Alaska  Seiners 

✓ 

/ 

✓ 

228 

Sandra  Barclay 

✓ 

229 

Wanda  Culp 

/ 

✓ 

230 

Joseph  R.  Mehrkens2 
South  East  Alaska  Natural 
Resources  Center 

/ 

/ ✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
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231 

Kenneth  J.  Hammons 
Alaska  Pulp  Corporation 

✓ 

✓ 

232 

Dave  Helmick 

✓ 

233 

Robert  L.  Grogan3 
State  of  Alaska 

✓ 

✓ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

✓ 

234 

Steven  E.  Kallick3 
Lauri  J.  Adams 

Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

235 

Barbara  G.  Dowe 

✓ 

236 

Alaska  Reform 

✓ 

237 

Joseph  D. Johnson3 
Vance  A.  Sanders 
Mark  Regan 
Alaska  Legal  Services 

✓ 

✓ 

/ 

✓ 

/ 

/ 

238 

Robert  W.  Loescher 
Sealaska  Corporation 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

239 

Dena  Matkin 

✓ 

✓ 

1 These  respondents  also  commented  on  Theme  7. 

1 These  respondents  also  commented  on  Themes  7 and  9. 

3 These  respondents  also  commented  on  Themes  7,  8,  and  9. 
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